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Mn. Missakian . Let's go on the record. 

Ms . welcome . As I saidj my name is Craig Missakian. I'm 

one of the lawyers for the majority staff. I'll begin by having the 
other folks in the room introduce themselves to you. We can start with 
the gentleman next to you. 

Mr. Su. Okay. Jonathan Su from Latham & Watkins for Ms . 

Ms. Walker. Angela Walker with Latham & Watkins for Ms . 

Ms. O'Brien. Erin O'Brien with the minority. 

Mr. Desai . Ronak Desai with the minority staff. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I'm Susanne Sachsman Grooms from the 


minority. 

Mr. Grider. Mark Grider with the majority. 

Mr . Missakian . Okay . 

First j thank you for attending here voluntarily. I know you came 
down from New York. We appreciate the effort you put in. 

lust a couple of ground rules before we get into the questioning. 
The way this works is the majority and minority staffs switch off. 
We'll ask you questions for an hour^ and then we'll hand it over to 
them, and they'll ask you questions for up to an hour, and we'll go 
back and forth until we're done. 

Hopefully we'll be finishing soon, and I've assured you that 
you'll get out in plenty of time to make your plane, and I still expect 
that to be the case. 

Do you understand that, as you answer questions here today, you ' re 
answering questions being posed to you by a congressional committee 
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and that if you provide false information you may be subject to criminal 
prosecution? 

Ms . Yes 

Mr. Missakian . And do you understand that that does not change 
even though the questions being asked of you are being posed to you 
by staff as opposed to Members of Congress? 

Ms . Yes 

Mr. Missakian . Is there any reason why we should not proceed with 
your interview today? 

Ms. 

Mr. Missakian . And do you have any questions before we begin? 
Ms. I do not. 

Mr. Missakian . Great. 

EXAMINATION 
BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Let's Start with the night of September llthj 2012^ the 
night of the Benghazi attacks. First offj where were you that night? 

A I was working until some point in the evening^ and then I 
was at home. 

Q Okay. And, physically, where do you work? Or where did 
you work, I should say. 

A I worked at the U.S. Mission to the United Nations in New 

York. 

Q Okay. And how long had you worked at the U.N.? 

A On September 11th? 
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Q Yes, at that point in time. 

A Somewhere between 5 and 7 weeks, I believe. 

Q Where were you working before that? 

A I was working at the National Security Council. 

Q Here in Washington? 

A That's correct. 

Q What was your position with the National Security Council? 
A I was director of communication and assistant press 

secretary. 

Q Who was your boss? 

A Tommy Vietor and Ben Rhodes. 

Q Okay. And how long had you been in the position at the 
National Security Council before moving over to the U.N.? 

A Approximately 1 year. 

Q How did it come to pass that you moved from the NSC to the 

U.N. ? 

A My predecessor at the U.S. Mission to the U.N. was resigning 
from his position, and there was an opening. And I interviewed with 
Ambassador Rice, and she hired me for the job. 

Q What was your specific title at the U.N.? 

A Director of communications and spokesperson. 

Q Did you know Ambassador Rice prior to taking that job? 

A I had interacted with her previously on one occasion, but 
I did not really know her. 

Q So on the night of September 11th, or the day September 11th, 
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you were in New York at your office at the U.N.? 

A At the U.S. Mission to the United Nations^ yes. 

Q U.S. Mission to the United Nations. Is that in the same 

building as the U.N. or a different building? 

A It is not. 

Q It is not. Who else is there with you in whatever office 
building you were in? From the U.S. Mission I mean. 

A There is a staff of people who work at the mission. I had 
my own office in that building. 

Q Approximately how many people are on the staff there? 

A I don't know exactly. 

Q How many people are in the press office there for the U.S. 
Mission again? 

A Roughly 11. 

Q And were you the head of that office? 

A I was. 

Q How did you first hear about the attacks in Benghazi? 

A I don't recall. 

Q Prior to hearing about the attacks in Benghazi^ were you 
aware of the protests in Cairo? 

A I was. 

Q How did you learn about those? 

A I don't recall specifically. 

Q Generally^ how did you learn of it? 

A I was aware of media reports around the developments in 
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Cairo. 

Q Do you recall any specific meetings within the U.S. Mission 
to the U.N. focused on what was occurring in Cairo on September 11th? 
A I do not. 

Q Do you recall any meetings at all that following week about 
what was occurring in Cairo? 

A I do not. 

Q What do you recall hearing or learning about what was 
occurring in Cairo on September 11th? 

A I recall hearing that our embassy was breached. 

Q And as you sit here today, you can't recall how you learned 

that? 

Mr. Su . Craig, you said Cairo, September 11th. I want to make 
sure you're talking about Benghazi on September 11th, or -- 
Mr. Missakian . No, Cairo. 

Mr. Su . Cairo. Okay. Sorry. 

Ms. I don't recall specifically, no. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Do you recall having any conversations with anybody at the 
U.S. Mission, again, on September 11th, regarding what was occurring 
in Cairo? 

A I don't recall specifically, no. 

Q Okay. Generally, what do you recall? 

A I recall being distressed about what was happening in Cairo. 
Q Do you recall that prior to the protests beginning in Cairo 
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that you had learned that there might be protests in Cairo over the 
Internet video? 

A Could you repeat the question? 

Q Sure. Let me try to rephrase it for you. For example, on 
September 10th, did you learn that there might be protests in Cairo 
over the Internet video? 

A I do not recall learning there may be protests, no. 

Q As far as you can recall, you first heard about the protests 

in Cairo after they had begun? 

A As far as I recall. 

Q All right, let's move forward in time. What do you recall 
first hearing about the attacks in Benghazi? 

A I don't recall specifically. 

Q Okay. You keep answering questions by you don't recall 
specifically. Does that mean you have a general recollection? Or are 
you struggling to, like, recall specific words? 

A I recall generally that period. I don't recall specific 
conversations that took place, specific meetings that took place, et 
cetera. 

Q Okay. I understand. So if I want you to try to recall a 
specific meeting or a specific statement that was made during a meeting 
or a conversation. I'll ask you that. But when I ask you just what 
do you recall, your general recollection is sufficient, if you have 
one. 

So what do you recall learning about the attacks in Benghazi? 
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A I recall learning that some of my colleagues, my former 
colleagues, had been killed. I mean, that was the most important thing 
that I recall. The details were foggy at the time. 

Q And when you say your former colleagues, who are you 

referring to? 

A Ambassadors -- the Ambassador, Sean Smith, and the other 
two gentlemen, Glen and Tyrone. 

Q Okay. When you refer to them as colleagues, do you mean 

to suggest you used to work with them in the past? 

A I worked with Ambassador Stevens. And I was a foreign 
service officer who had worked in the Middle East for several years. 

Q So you had worked at the State Department? 

A That's correct. 

Q How long were you at the State Department? 

A Approximately 9 years. 

Q And what were your positions there? 

A I was a foreign service officer. So I was assigned to 
embassies in Mexico, in Saudi Arabia. And then I was assigned to the 
State Department Bureau of Near East Affairs. 

Q How long were you in the Bureau of Near East Affairs? 

A Two years approximately. 

Q During what period of time? 

A 2009 to 2011. 

Q So from -- 

A Excuse me. Let me make sure I have that right. Yeah, 2009 
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to 2011. And then from 2011 to 2012, I was at the National Security 
Council on detail. 

Q Do you recall that when you first heard about what had 
occurred in Benghazi, that the deaths had already occurred? 

A I was aware that there was an attack in Benghazi before I 
was aware that U.S. officials were killed. 

Q And do you recall how you learned about the attacks? 

A I don't recall specifically, no. 

Q Do you recall generally? For example, did somebody tell 
you? Did you read something? Did you see something on the news? 

A Probably all of the above, but I don't recall specifically 
how I first learned. 

Q Did you have any discussions with anybody at the U.S. 
Mission in New York about the attacks in Benghazi the night of the 
attacks? 

A I don't recall specifically, but I'm confident we talked 
about it. 

Q Okay. What do you recall generally having discussed? 

A Being distraught that some of our colleagues, people who, 
in some cases, we knew, were part of the Libyan mission and our concern 
for their safety. 

Q Did you have any conversations with Ambassador Rice? 

A I don't recall. 

Q Was Ambassador Rice in New York at the time? 

A I don't recall. 
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Q Do you recall having any conversations, whether in person 
or on the phone, with Ambassador Rice that night? 

A I don't recall. 

Q Do you recall any conversations with Ambassador Rice about 
what had occurred in Benghazi that week? 

Mr. Su . You mean during that week period? 

Mr. Missakian . Yes. 

Mr. Su . Okay. 

Ms. I don't recall specific conversations, no. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Do you recall generally having spoken to her about Benghazi 
though? 

A Yes . 

Q But not that night, the night of the attacks? 

A I don't recall any conversations that night, no. 

Q What do you recall about that night? lust walk us through 
as best as you can recall. 

A I recall generally being concerned with what was happening 
across the Islamic world, because there were protests against multiple 
U.S. facilities where I had friends and former colleagues working. 
And, obviously, Benghazi was one piece of that. I recall being 
concerned about their safety and well-being, as well as concerned 
regarding the trajectory of what was happening across the region writ 
large . 

Q How many other embassies or locations do you recall being 
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concerned about, other than Cairo and Benghazi, that night, the night 
of September 11th? 

A I believe at the time I was also very concerned about what 
was happening in Tunisia. 

Q Why is that? 

A Because the embassy had been breached, as well. 

Q What are you basing that on? 

A My recollections, as well as I had worked previously with 
the our Ambassador to Tunisia, who I knew well. 

Q Okay. Do you recall having conversations with that 
Ambassador? How did you come to learn that the embassy in Tunisia had 
been breached on the night of September 11th? 

A I'm not sure it was the night of September 11th, but I recall 
learning from both the media and State Department communications about 
what was happening in the region, including in Tunisia, in Cairo, and 
in Libya. 

Q It's possible you could have learned about Tunisia and then 
become concerned about it not on September 11th but on some day 
thereafter? 

A It's possible. It's possible. 

Q So I just want to focus on the night of September 11th for 
now. So I understand that you had some concern. What do you recall, 
if anything, that you did that night? 

A I recall emailing leff Feltman. 

Q Who is leff Feltman? 



13 


13 


A He was a fonmen boss of mine, formerly the Assistant 
Secretary of State for Near Eastern Affairs. And, at the time, he was 
at the United Nations. 

Q Have you seen the email that you sent to him since then? 

A No. 

Q But that stands out in your mind as something that you did? 

A Yes, because I knew he would be concerned, as I was, about 

our colleagues in the region. 

Q Do you recall receiving any emails from the State Department 
about what was occurring in Benghazi? 

A Not specifically, no. 

Q Generally, do you recall receiving information from the 
State Department? 

A We routinely received information from the State Department 

about developments across the world that were breaking, if you will, 
or developing. 

Q To the extent that there are emails from the State 
Department that include you as a recipient, you have no reason to 
believe you did not receive those emails. Is that fair? 

A I don't understand the question. 

Q To the extent there are emails that the State Department 
sent out on the night of September 11th about what was occurring in 
Benghazi, if your name was a recipient on one of those emails, do you 
have any reason to believe that you didn't receive them that night? 

A No. 
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Q Why did you email Mn. Feltman? 

A To express my concern about what was happening in the 
region. 

Q Do you recall him responding to you? 

A I do. 

Q You keep saying "what has happening in the region." Nowj 
this is on the night of September 11th. Do you recall having concerns 
about the region that night? 

A Yes . 

Q Why? 

A Because there were attacks against our facilities in Cairo 
and Libya and threats against others. 

Q You ' re aware of threats against others . How did you become 
aware of those threats? 

A I don't know. I don't recall specifically. 

Q You don 't recall specifically what? The threats or how you 
became aware of them? 

A How I became aware. 

Q But you dOj as you sit here today, you do recall specifically 
hearing about threats to other embassies in the Middle East? 

A I can't recall specifically when I learned about threats 
to other facilities in the region. 

Q So it's possible that you could have learned about the 
threats to the other facilities after September 11th? 

A Yes. 
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Q I think you used the term "violence against the embassy in 
Cairo." I don't want to put words in your mouth. Is that what you 
said, or something to that effect? 

A I think I said "breach of the embassy." 

Q So tell us what you understood to have occurred at the 
embassy in Cairo on September 11th. 

A I understand that there was a protest at the embassy and 
that some number of protestors breached the external perimeter. 

Q Did you have an understanding of how many protestors were 
involved in Cairo? 

A I can't recall if I knew exactly on September 11th how many 
protestors there were. 

Q I would be surprised if anybody knew exactly how many 

protestors there were, but did you have a sense of it? Was it 100, 

1 , 000 , 2 , 000 ? 

A I don't know. I can't recall. 

Q As you sit here today, you don't have any sense of how many 
protestors there were in Cairo? 

A I do not. 

Q Okay. Do you have an understanding or a sense of whether 

any of the protestors in Cairo had weapons? 

A Do I have a sense? Could you repeat the question? 

Q Yes. Do you have a sense of whether or not any of the 

protestors in Cairo had weapons? 

A I do not believe that they did, but I don't know for sure. 



16 


16 


Q What is youn understanding of what the protestors did in 
Cairo? 

A As I mentioned^ they gathered at the embassy^ and they 
breached -- and some number of them breached the external perimeter. 

Q Do you have any reason to believe that Ambassador Rice was 
not fully apprised of what was going on in Cairo as the events were 
unfolding? 


Mr. 

Ms. 


Su . Can we -- 

I'm not sure I understand what "fully apprised 


means . 

Mr. Missakian. You're not? You don 't understand what that term 


means? 

Mr. Su . Wellj can we ask it this way, which is: What is your 
understanding of the extent of Ambassador Rice's awareness of what was 
going on in Cairo at the time? Is that fair? 

Mr. Missakian . It's a different question, but we can start with 

that . 


Mr. Su . Are you aware of whether she received briefings? What 
is your personal awareness? 


Ms. I 
received . 


I do not know what briefings Ambassador Rice 


BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Do you have any understanding of what information she was 
receiving regarding what was occurring in Cairo? 

A I do not. 
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Q And do you have an understanding of howj ordinarily, she 
would receive information about an event happening in the world? 

A As a senior member of the national security team. Ambassador 
Rice had access to many streams of information. I can't say 
specifically in any given moment where she was receiving information, 
but it is routine to receive a lot of information on any given day from 
many sources. 

Q Did you send her any information the night of September 11th 
about what was occurring in Cairo or what was occurring in Benghazi? 

A I do not recall specifically. 

Q Tell us as best you can what you understood to have happened 
in Benghazi the night of. 

A The night of September 11th, what I understood happened? 

Q Yes. 

A At the time, we had very few details about what had happened. 
And at some point that evening, I was aware that the United States had 
taken some casualties. Again, the details of the situation were not 
clear. 

Q Do you recall any -- let me withdraw that. 

Do you recall having learned the night of September 11th that 
there were weapons involved in what occurred in Benghazi? 

A I do not recall learning that that evening, no. 

Q Do you recall that there were two separate attacks in 

Benghazi, one on the State Department facility and one on a separate 
U.S. facility some distance away? 
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A I do not recall learning that that evening^ no. 

Q But you did learn that at some point that week? 

A I don't recall when I learned that. 

Q You did learn it at some point though? 

A That there were two separate attacks? 

Q Yes. 

A I recall learning that there were two waves of attacks, yes. 

Q As you sit here today, what did you learn about the two waves 
of attacks? 

A When? 

Q At any time. 

Let me clarify that. I'm really most interested in what you knew 
during the period between September 11th and then, first, up to 
September 16th. We can talk about what you learned after that, but 
I kind of want to focus just on that first period. 

So, in your mind, if you can't remember when you learned 
something, just tell me what you learned, and we can do our best to 
figure out when you learned it. 

A At the time, because I was so interested in what was 
happening both in Benghazi as well as in the region writ large, I was 
following a lot of media reporting, I was talking to many of my friends 
and colleagues, and I was consuming routine information that was 
provided by the State Department, including press briefing transcripts 
from the State Department, other materials, et cetera. 

I can't recall specifically that week what I learned because I 
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was digesting a lot of information that was evolving as our 
understanding evolved. 

Q Let's talk about classified information for a moment. At 
the time that you held this position at the United States Missionj did 
you have a security clearance? 

A I did. 

Q Up to what level? 

A Either Top Secret or Top Secret/SCI. 

Q And do you recall at any point during that week receiving 

classified information about what had occurred in Benghazi or Cairo? 

A I do not recall. 

Q And do you recall --if you had received that information, 
how would it have come to you? 

A I have a classified email system. 

Q Did you have a briefer, a classified briefer? 

A I did not. 

Q I think we understood that Ambassador Rice had a classified 
briefer. Would you attend the classified briefings that she would 
receive? 

A I did not. 

Q So, to the extent you received classified information, it 
would have come to you over your classified email system? 

A That's correct. 

Q But as you sit here today, you can't recall accessing that 
information during the period we're talking about? 
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A That's connect. 

Q Do you necall having any convensations with anybody at the 
State Depantment about what was occunning in Caino on Benghazi duning 
the peniod fnom Septemben 11th thnough, say, Septemben 16th? 

A I don't necall specifically, no. But I know I talked to 

many people duning that time. Again, as I said, I was obviously veny 
concenned about fniends and colleagues in the negion. 

Q As best you can, tell us who you would have spoken to duning 
that peniod at the State Depantment. 

A I spoke with many people. 

Q Ane these people that you knew pneviously, on ane these 
people that you spoke to because they held a centain position at the 
State Depantment and they might have infonmation that you wanted? 

A This is in the peniod between the 11th and the 16th? 

Q Yes. 

A A combination theneof, both people that wene fniends and 

colleagues who I was communicating with on a pensonal level as well 
as people that I would be wonking with pnofessionally duning that 
peniod. 

Q And the second gnoup, the folks you would be wonking with 
pnofessionally, who would those people have been? 

A Thene would be a gneat numben of them. 

Q Okay. In any panticulan depantment? 

A Yes. I would have wonked closely with the Depantment of 
State, as well as the National Secunity Council. 
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Q Okay. Right now I'm just focused on the State Department. 
So, within the State Department, were there people within the State 
Department that you would have been communicating with on a 
professional basis to get information that you needed at the time? 

A Yes . 

Q And, within the State Department, was there any particular 
department or bureau that you focused on? 

A I can't speak specifically to that, but I can say that it 
was very common and routine for me to liaise on a near-daily basis with 
the Bureau of Public Affairs as well as the Bureau of Near Eastern 
Affairs . 


Q 


That would have been Victoria Nuland's department and 




at NEA? 


A Both of them were people that I routinely dealt with, yes. 

Q When you dealt with NEA, for example, were you dealing with 

just the press people within NEA or were you dealing with NEA more 
broadly? 


A Normally, I would be dealing with the communications 
professionals, but I cannot say specifically that I never dealt with 
anyone else in the bureau. 

Q During, again, focusing on that week, September 11th to 
September 16th, can you recall speaking to anybody specifically within 
the State Department's NEA Bureau? 

A Speaking with anyone specifically? 

Q Yes. 
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A I can't recall specifically^ no. 

Q Generally, do you recall speaking with anybody? 

A As I mentioned, I have a long history of working with 

individuals in that bureau . I worked there for 2 years . I also worked 
overseas in one of the embassies. And I was very concerned for my 
colleagues and friends in the region. So I recall generally talking 
with them on a personal level about what was happening in the region 
and our concern for the safety and well-being of our colleagues around 
the region. 

Q Right. And I understand that. Maybe my question wasn't 
clear. You identified two groups of people that you may have been 
speaking to. The first group were people that you knew on a personal 
level that you wanted to reach out to. The second group were people 
you were speaking to on a professional basis. Maybe you knew them 
beforehand, maybe you didn't, but they had information you needed. 

We're just focused on the second group here. So if you were 
calling people within NEA solely for the purpose of talking to them 
on a personal level, sharing your concern, worry, whatever, I'm not 
as interested in that. 

Were you speaking to people within the NEA on a professional level 
to get information they may have, to share information you may have 
had? Do you recall any conversations like that? 

A I don't recall specifically, no. 

Q Okay. But it's possible that it did occur that week? 

A Yes . 
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Q Other than NEA, I think you identified the press office 
where Victoria Nuland was the spokesperson for the State Department. 
Do you recall speaking to anybody in that department during that week? 

A I recall communicating with Toria Nuland. 

Q And what do you recall about that? 

A I don't recall the specifics of our conversations, but I 
recall speaking with her as I prepared Ambassador Rice for her Sunday 
show appearances. 

Q Okay. Generally, what do you recall about that 
conversation or conversations? 

A As I mentioned, I don't recall specifically. 

Q Yeah, I ' m not asking you for specifics in terms of I wouldn't 
expect you to remember word for word what each of you said in that call. 
But to the extent you can recall the topics that were discussed or, 
generally, sentiments that were shared, that's what I'm asking for. 

A I remember speaking or communicating with her about various 
developments across the Islamic world that week. For example, what 
were the latest developments in Sudan, where there were threats of 
additional protests; what were the latest developments in Tunisia; what 
were the latest developments in Yemen; what were the latest 
developments in Egypt; that kind of thing. 

Q You were calling her to get information about the latest 
developments, or you were calling her to give her information about 
the latest developments? What was it? 

A I was calling her to understand the latest developments. 
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Q Okay. And did you make similar calls to people in NEA to 
understand the latest developments in the region? 

A Not that I recall. 

Q Would that have been a logical thing for you to do since 
they are the experts in that region at the State Department? 

A It was routine for me to deal with both the Bureau of Public 
Affairs as well as the Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs. 

Q Other than trying to understand the latest developments j 
was there any other purpose for your call to Ms. Nuland or the Bureau 
of Public Affairs or to NEA for that matter? 

A Again, I have personal relationships with many of these 
people, so it's possible that I also spoke with them about my personal 
concern regarding what was happening across the Islamic world. 

Q Was there also a purpose to make these calls to ensure that 
anything that Ambassador Rice said was consistent with the best 
information at the State Department? 

A Yes . 

Q Was that routine as well? 

A It was routine to communicate with my colleagues in the 
State Department about what they were saying to the media so that -- and 
also their latest understanding of things so that Ambassador Rice was 
similarly prepared for dealing with the media. 

Q At the time, did you know in the State 

Department's NEA Bureau? 

A Yes. 
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Q And who else did you know in that department? 

A Most of the people in that bureau I knew. 

Q lust thinking in my mind through some of the nameSj I may 



A No. 


Q Do you not know her, or do I have her wrong? 

A I don't know anyone named no. 

A I know who she is, yes. 

Q Do you recall speaking with either or 

at all that week? 

A I don't recall, no. 

Q Let's go back to the night of September 11th. Our 
understanding is that at approximately 10 p.m. that night the State 
Department issued a statement related to the attacks in Benghazi. Did 
you have any involvement in drafting or reviewing that statement? 

A I did not. 

Q Okay. Are you aware of the statement that I'm referring 


to? 


A I recall the State Department issuing a statement that 
evening, yes. 

Q Have you ever reviewed it or read it? 

A Yes, I've read it. 
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Q When did you read it? 

A That night. 

Q Did you read it after it was issued? 

A Yes . 

Q And you specifically, as you sit here today, you have a 
specific recollection of reading that statement? 

A Yes . 

Q Is there any reason why that sticks out in your mind? 

A Because what was happening across the region, including in 

Benghazi, was of great interest to me personally. 

Q Then did it surprise you that the statement made no mention 
of the rest of the region? 

A No. 

Q Why not? 

A We had not sustained casualties in other attacks or protests 
in the region. 

Q I'm not sure I follow. I mean, there were no other 
casualties, period, other than in Benghazi. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Perhaps, if you want her to talk about the 
statement, you would want to show her the statement? 

Mr. Missakian . Susanne, this is my time. If you want to show 
her the statement during your time, that would be fine. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I just don't know that she would 
necessarily recollect whether the statement does or doesn't reflect 
what was going on in other places. 
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Mn. Missakian . That's up to her to tell me. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q My question is, you said it does not surprise you that it 
did not refer to the rest of the region, and that's because there were 
no casualties in other regions. Do I understand you correctly? 

A I do not recall the specific content of the statement. I 
recall reading a statement that evening because I was paying great 
attention to what was happening at various diplomatic facilities across 
the Islamic world. 

Q Beyond that, you don't recall having any reaction to the 
statement, other than just reading it? 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. 

Now, the next morning, the President, or the White House, I should 
say, issued a written statement and Secretary Clinton also issued a 
written statement. Were you involved in the review or drafting of 
either of those statements? 

A I was not. 

Q There were also some remarks that the President made from 

the Rose Garden. Were you aware or were you involved in drafting or 
reviewing those remarks in any way? 

A I was not. 

Q You were aware of them, though, after the fact, I gather? 

A Yes . 

Q Were you involved in any way in preparing any public remarks 
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about what had occunned in Benghazi? 

Mn. Su . By whom? 

Mr. Missakian . By anybody. 

Ms. I recall Ambassador Rice issuing a condolence 

statement about the death of Ambassador Stevens. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Were you involved at all in drafting or reviewing the 
statement that was issued by the U.N. Security Council regarding 
Benghazi? 

A Was I -- I'm sorry, could you repeat the question? 

Q Sure. It's my understanding that the U.N. Security Council 
issued a statement condemning what had occurred in Benghazi. Do you 
recall that? 

A I recall the statement, yes. 

Q Were you involved in drafting or reviewing or preparing that 
statement in any way? 

A I was not. 

Q And why is that? 

A As a communications professional, it was not my purview to 
be involved in the deliberations or the specific policy outcomes of 
the Security Council. And a press statement from the Security Council 
is one such outcome. 

Q Okay. So you, in your position, would not have had any 
input on something like that? 

A Correct. 




29 


29 


Q To your knowledgOj did Ambassador Rice make any other 
remarks about Benghazi that week? And by "that week/' I mean, say, 
September 11th through September 14th. 

Mr. Su . Public remarks? 

Mr. Missakian . Public remarks. Thank you. 

Ms. Ambassador Rice had a public appearance in Chicago 

that week, and I recall her making brief remarks about the situation, 
specifically condolences, I believe, about the attack in Benghazi. 

I also recall that she made a statement, a public written 
statement, about the loss of our colleagues and that she tweeted about 
that as well. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Okay. Now, the statement she made in Chicago, at what event 
was that statement made? 

A It was affiliated with Holocaust Memorial Museum. I don't 
recall beyond that. 

Q Okay. That's the one I have in my mind. Were you involved 
in any way in drafting that statement? 

A I don't recall. 

Q Okay. Would you have been ordinarily? 

A It's possible. I don't recall. 

Q Okay. lust generally speaking, take us through, if you 
were involved in that, take us through the drafting process and the 
review process for written remarks like that. 

A Ambassador Rice had a speechwriter with whom she engaged 
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specifically on public nemanks. The speechwniten would draft -- would 
provide drafts to her andj in some caseSj others for feedback. And 
that process could continue several iterations until there was a final 
draft that both she and her senior staff were comfortable with. 

Q Okay. What role would you have in that process, if any? 

A In most cases, I was part of the group of senior staff who 
could provide inputs. 

Q Do you recall the name of that speechwriter? 

A -- I mean, excuse me, 

Q Thank you. 

And as you sit here today, you don't recall any specific 
involvement in that particular set of remarks? 

A No, I do not. 

Q Now let's move forward that week. What do you recall about 
what was -- I know there was a lot going on in the region, but, in your 
mind, can you separate out what you were learning about Benghazi, in 
particular, that week? 

A I don't understand what you're asking me. 

Q Okay. The attacks occurred on September 11th. 

A Yes . 

Q That Friday, September 14th, I ' m asking you what you learned 

that week about what had occurred in Benghazi. 

A I was following the media reporting as well as the internal 
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reporting from the State Department about what was happening throughout 
the week. 

Q What do you recall learning about what had occurred? 

A I recall learning that four colleagues had died. And 

that's what I recall. 

Q Nothing beyond that? 

A Not specifically, no. 

Q Okay. Anything generally? 

A That our -- 

Q For example -- 

A That the diplomatic facility had been attacked. 

Q Okay. For example -- and I'm sure you're well aware now 
that there were buildings on the State Department's compound that were 
burned. Do you recall learning that during that week? 

A Yes . 

Q Do you recall learning anything about the number of 
attackers that initially stormed the State facility? 

A I do not recall that specifically, no. 

Q Do you recall learning how Ambassador Stevens had passed 

away? 

A I recall there was a lot of confusion about the specific 
details regarding his death, including confusion about his whereabouts 
in the immediate aftermath of the attack. 

Q So you recall there being confusion about whether he was 
alive or not. Was this on the night of the attacks? 
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A Yes . 

Q Do you recall there being a belief that he possibly had been 

kidnapped? 

A Yes . 

Q And how did you learn that? 

A I don't recall specifically. 

Q Let's try to work through additional details about the 
attacks that you may have learned that week. We've talked about the 
fact that the buildings were burned. Anything about the types of 
weaponry that was being used? 

A I do not recall. You're talking about the 11th through the 

14th? 

Q YeSj during that period of time. 

A I do not recall. 

Q Do you recall that there was heavy weaponry used -- for 
example^ that mortars had been fired at the other U.S. facility in 
Benghazi? 

A I recall that there was sustained attacks against our 
facilities in Benghazi. I don't recall specific types of weapons used. 

Q And when you say you learned that there were sustained 
attacks, that would be both at the State facility and the other 
government facility a distance away? 

A I don't recall knowing that those days, the 11th through 
the 14th, specifically the sequence of the attack, including whether 
there was specific weaponry used on one facility versus another. 
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Q But you did leann that fact at some point? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. So you ' ne just not sure whether you learned it during 
that period we're talking about or afterwards. 

A Wellj let me clarify slightly. I am aware that at some 
point I learned there was two waves of attacks that were -- there was 
two waves of attacks. I don't recall specifically when I learned that. 

Q So it may have been within this period from 9/11 to 9/14, 
or it may have been sometime thereafter? 

A I recall that the details regarding specifically what 
happened were murky and not fully available at the time. 

Q And how do you know that? 

A How do I recall that? 

Q Well, in other words, you're making a general statement 

about the level of knowledge that existed at the time. Are you 
referring to your level of knowledge, or are you referring to the 
general level of knowledge within the U.S. Government? 

A I 'm referring to my level of knowledge. But I also followed 
very closely specifically the briefings that were conducted for the 
media by both the State Department as well as the White House press 
briefing, in which they would discuss these details. 

Q I see. So would it be fair to say that your understanding 
of what happened in Benghazi was in part based on these briefings that 
you just referred to? 

A Yes . 
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Q And my understanding is that there was a press briefing that 
was done on September 12th and then there was another press briefing 
that lay Carney did on September 14th, that Friday. Did you read the 
transcripts from those briefings? 

Mr. Su . During that week? 

Mr. Missakian . During that week. 


Ms. 


I can't recall specifically if I read the transcript 


or watched the briefing live. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 


Q Okay. The lay Carney briefing I believe was on television . 
I believe the one that the State Department gave on September 12th was 
just on the telephone. 

A The background briefing. 

Q The background briefing. Tell us what that means, 
"background briefing." 

A A background briefing is -- it's a press briefing in which 
senior officials give information to, in this case, the State 
Department press corps about a given situation. And they can be 
attributed as senior -- in this case, most likely, senior 
administration officials rather than by their names and titles. 

Q So, to a layman, when I hear "background briefing," that 
means it's on background and it can't be used. I gather it does not 
mean that in this context? 

A In these contexts -- in this context, it means, generally, 
senior administration official said X. You can report that. 
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Q Did you participate in that background briefing call? 

A No, I did not. 

Q So to the extent that you ' re aware of what was said, it would 
have come to you in a transcript of the call? 

A Yes . 

Q And would it have been typical for you to receive those 
transcripts sometime shortly after they were prepared? 

A Yes . 

Q So if it was prepared on September 12th, you would have 
received it on that day or shortly thereafter? 

A That's the general process, yes. 

Q Do you recall watching the lay Carney briefing on September 

14th? 

A Again, I don't recall if I read the transcript or watched 
the briefing. 

Q Let's talk a little bit about how Susan Rice was prepared 
for the talk shows which occurred on September 16th. 

First off, let's start with the decision to have Ambassador Rice 
appear on the talk shows versus somebody else. Were you involved in 
that decision in any way? 

A In which decision? 

Q Well, let me take a step back. It's our understanding that 
the person that they wanted to do the talk show appearances was 
originally Secretary Clinton but she declined. Are you aware of 
Secretary Clinton being approached to do the talk shows? 
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A Yes . 

Q How did you become awane of that? 

A I recall that Ambassador Rice was asked to do the Sunday 

shows if Secretary Clinton was not available to do them. 

Q And how did you learn that? 

A I don't recall specifically. 

Q Okay. Did you learn that from Ambassador Rice or from 

somebody else? 

A I don't recall specifically. 

Q Do you recall having a conversation with anybody about it? 
A Yes . 

Q And when did that conversation occur? 

A February 14th. 

Q This is the Friday? 

A Yes . 

Q And do you recall -- 

Mr. Su . September 14th? 

Ms. Yes, September 14th. 

Mr. Missakian . Oh, did she say February? 

Ms. Oh, sorry. 

Mr. Missakian . I see where your mind is. 

Ms. September 14th, yes. Thank you. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Was it before or after the ceremony to receive the remains. 


if you recall? 
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A I don't recall specifically what time of day it was. 

Q Do you have any understanding of why Secretary Clinton 
declined to do the talk shows? 

A I do not. 

Q At what point during the day on September 14th did you learn 
that Ambassador Rice would be the person to do the talk shows? 

A I don't recall specifically what time it was, but I recall 
that it was the afternoon of the 14th. 

Q Do you recall that anybody other than Ambassador Rice and 
Secretary Clinton were being considered to do the talk show 
appearances? 

A I do not recall that, no. 

Q And do you recall having any conversations -- and we'll 
start with September 14th -- with anybody about Ambassador Rice 
appearing on the talk shows? 

A Yes . 

Q Who do you recall speaking to? 

A I recall speaking to Dag Vega. I recall speaking to Ben 

Rhodes. I recall speaking to Ambassador Rice. 

Q Okay. Let's start with Mr. Rhodes. How many 

conversations do you recall having had with Mr. Rhodes on that Friday? 

A I don't recall specifically. 

Q Do you have a sense of whether it was one or more than one? 

A I don't recall specifically. 

Q Was it more than 10? 
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A No. 

Q So somewhere under 10? 

A Yes . 

Q And I gather these were telephone calls? 

A I recall speaking to him by phone, yes. 

Q What do you recall about those conversations? As best you 
can, tell us what he said and what you said. 

A I don't recall all the specifics of our conversation. 

However, I do recall at one point asking him to provide, for lack of 
a better term, a memo regarding the objectives of the Sunday show 
appearances . 

Q How did he respond to you? 

A He said he would write it. 

Q And did he eventually deliver that to you? 

A Yes . 

Q Other than that, do you recall anything else that you 
discussed with Mr. Rhodes? 

A On the 14th? 

Q On the 14th. 

A No. 

Q Do you recall discussing with him anything about what had 
actually occurred in Benghazi or anywhere else in the region? 

A I do not recall that, no. 

Q Let's go to Mr. Vega. What do you recall discussing with 


Mr. Vega on the 14th? 
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A I recall discussing with Dag logistical matters. 

Q Such as? 

A If she were to do the showSj when we would know, you know, 
who to be in touch with, those kinds of things. 

Q So when you spoke to Mr. Vega, it was still up in the air 
whether or not she would do the shows, if I understood you correctly? 

A I believe I spoke with Mr. Vega about whether she would do 
the shows as well as, after it was determined that she would do the 
shows, about logistical issues, coordination issues for the day of. 

Q What do you recall discussing with Ambassador Rice on the 

14th? 

A I don't recall all of the details of our conversations, but 
I recall discussing whether she would do the shows if Secretary Clinton 
was unable to do it. 

Q So at the time you had the conversation with her, it had 
not been decided whether or not Secretary Clinton would do the shows 
or not? 

A I recall speaking to her before it was decided. 

Q Did you have a second call with her that same day after it 

had been decided? 

A I don't recall specifically having a phone call with her 
that day after it was decided. 

Q At that point, during that phone call with Ambassador Rice, 
do you recall discussing anything else about the appearances? 

A I don't recall specifically, no. 
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Q Where was Ambassador Rice at that point? 

A I don't recall specifically where she was when I spoke with 
her. But I recall that she went to Andrews that day to receive the 
remains of our fallen colleagues. 

Q Did you at that point begin to work on putting together a 
package of information that Ambassador Rice could use if she was called 
upon to do the talk shows? 

A I recall preparing what I'll refer to as a briefing package 
that day. I don't recall if I started it before or after it was 
determined definitively that she would do the shows. 

Q As best you can recallj tell us what went into the package 
you prepared on the 14th. 

A As was customary for any media appearance^ I assembled a 
variety of materialSj anticipating the kinds of issues that she might 
be discussing on her Sunday show appearances -- sOj for examplOj what 
was the latest information regarding the situation in CairOj TuniSj 
Sana ' a, the latest regarding Iran ' s nuclear program given that Benjamin 
Netanyahu was going to appear on two of the Sunday shows. And that's 
a sense of what I -- is what I recall preparing between Friday and 
Saturday. 

Q In your list of areas where you were attempting to collect 
the latest informationj you left Benghazi out. Was that intentionalj 
or were you just giving me some examples? 

A I don 't recall preparing information about Benghazi. What 
I do recall is understanding that we would have access to talking points 
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that would be provided by the intelligence community that were 
unclassified and consistent with oun latest understanding of what had 
transpired in Benghazi. 

Q Okay. So do you remember that statement specifically 
coming from someone? 

A No, I do not. I do not remember. 

Q You seemed very specific about that . Where are you getting 
that recollection from? 

A Well, I recall that in the process of preparing Ambassador 
Rice between Friday and Saturday, September 14th and 15th, that I was 
not focused on Benghazi because I was going to receive talking points 
that were appropriate for public use by the intelligence community. 
I don't remember how I came to know that I was going to get those 
materials . 

Q And I believe you also said that the talking points you were 
expecting would be consistent with something. Tell me again what you 
said . 

A I can't recall exactly how I phrased it. 

Q Okay. But whatever you said was not based on a specific 

recollection of a conversation, correct? 

A As I mentioned, I recall that I was not -- as I was preparing 
Ambassador Rice's briefing book, for lack of a better term, I recall 
that there were a number of issues I needed to develop talking points 
for but that Benghazi specifically was not one of them because there 
were talking points that were already coming together, being developed 
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for Ambassador Rice to use on the Sunday shows. 

Q But that's all you can recall about those talking points? 

A No, that's not all I can recall about them. I can recall 

receiving them on Saturday, for example. 

Q Right, but I'm -- sorry, my question was unclear. Before 
you received the talking points, you had some expectation that they 
were going to be coming to you. And I think you said that your 
expectation was that they would be appropriate for public use, that 
they would be prepared by the intelligence community. Did you have 
any understanding about the nature of the talking points on that Friday? 

Mr. Su . Other than what you've already said. 

Mr. Missakian . Other than what you've already said. 



BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Okay. So if I understand you correctly, you were trying 
to collect the latest information on these other areas but you did not 
make a similar effort for Benghazi because you knew that these talking 
points were eventually going to be coming your way. Is that fair? 

A That's fair. And I would add that the premise for why the 
administration, specifically Ambassador Rice, was doing the Sunday 
shows was because, at the moment, there were attacks happening across 
the Islamic world on our diplomatic facilities, and we were attempting 
to make sense to the American people what was happening in the region 
writ large. Benghazi was obviously one piece of that, but Benghazi 
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was not the focus of the Sunday show appearances. 

Q And why do you say that? I meanj in my mind, if four 
Americans had died, in my mind, Benghazi would absolutely be a focus 
of the Sunday talk shows because of that, but apparently not in yours. 

A Well, I don't control the focus of any Sunday show 

interview, but I recall receiving the promos for the Sunday shows that 
were largely focused on what was happening writ large. Because, at 
the time, it was unclear whether there would be additional attacks 
against diplomatic facilities that could result in the deaths of 
additional American personnel. 

Q So your understanding of the focus of the talk shows was 
based on the promos that you received. Is that correct? 

A Could you repeat the question? 

Q You've testified about what the focus of the talk shows was 
going to be. And I'm asking you if you based that understanding of 
the focus on the promos of the talk shows that you received. 

A I'm also -- I based it somewhat on the promos, as well as 
on my professional judgment. 

Q And, in your professional judgment, you did not expect 
Benghazi to be a significant focus of the Sunday talk shows? 

A I did not say that. What I said is it was one part of what 
we anticipated being discussed. 

Q So it would not have been a significant focus of the Sunday 
talk shows? 

A I did not say that. 
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Q No, I'm asking you. I know you didn't say that. I did. 
So, in youn professional judgment, Benghazi would have been a part of 
the Sunday talk shows but not a significant focus of the Sunday talk 
shows. Is that fair? 

Mr. Su . Well, you'll have to define "significant focus." I 
mean, she has testified that Benghazi was going to be part of the 
discussion that involved the broader issues happening in the Middle 
East . 


Mr. Missakian . I think my question is clear. So if you could 
answer it. 


Ms. 



I anticipated that there would be questions about 


Benghazi . 

Mr. Missakian . Right, but you did not anticipate that it would 
be a primary or significant focus of the talk shows. Is that fair? 

Mr. Su . Can I speak to her for just a minute? 

Mr. Missakian . Sure. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Missakian . You can answer. 

Ms. Okay. I think it's clear, both then and now, that 

Benghazi would be part of the conversation given, in particular, the 
loss of four of my colleagues. But, again, I would note that there 
were still threats against U.S. diplomatic facilities ongoing at the 
time and that it was unclear whether there would be additional 
fatalities as a result. And we were focused on -- I was focused on 
understanding what was happening in all of those situations, including 
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Benghazi . 

Mn. Missakian . All night. My hour is up. Let's go off the 
record. 

[Recess . ] 

Mr. Desai . Let's go back on the record. The time is 
approximately 12:12 p.m. 

Good afternoon, Ms. Let me reintroduce myself. I'm 

Ronak Desai. I'm one of the counsels with the minority staff of the 
committee. 

And on behalf of the minority staff and all its members, I just 
want to thank you for your appearance here this afternoon. I also want 
to thank you for your service to our country. We do appreciate it. 

EXAMINATION 

BY MR. DESAI: 

Q And I think you told my colleagues in the last round that 
you had served as a career foreign service officer prior to your most 
recent stints in the government, first at NSC and USUN. Is that 
correct? 

A I was actually still a foreign service officer at that time. 

Q Great. So if you ' re a career foreign service officer -- and 

you said you were detailed to NSC first. Is that right? 

A That's correct. 

Q So you were still a career at that point as well? 

A I was. 

Q And you were still a career while you were serving at our 
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mission at the USUN. Is that connect? 

A I was on a leave of absence fnom the Foneign Senvice at that 

time . 

Q Okay. So while you wene a caneen, that's in contnast to 
a politicalj whene youj you know, would senve fon -- have a political 
appointment. This is you senve in the senvice fon whomeven happens 
to be Pnesident at that time. Is that connect? 

A That's connect. 

Q Wondenful. 

My colleague in the last nound stanted a convensation with you 
about Ambassadon Rice's appeanances on the Sunday monning talk shows, 
and I just want to pick up to some extent whene he left off. 

And Ambassadon Rice's appeanances have gannened a significant 
amount of scnutiny and even some contnovensy since that time, as I'm 
sune you'ne well awane. And, you know, thene have been some membens, 
including some Membens of Congness, who have accused the Ambassadon 
of intentionally misleading the Amenican people. And I just think it's 
wonth getting into this a little mone canefully and taking a look at 
what she said and what took place. 

So I think one of the things that was discussed in the last houn 
is that one of the documents that - -on pant of the pnepanation matenials 
that Ambassadon Rice nelied on wene these talking points. And she 
nelied on these intelligence talking points with nespect to what she 
said about Benghazi duning these Sunday monning talk shows. 

And if I'm not mistaken, these wene talking points that wene 
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prepared at the request of Congress, specifically the House Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence, prepared by the intelligence 
community for I think what you said was their public use as unclassified 
talking points. Is that right? 

A That's my understanding, yes. 

Q Okay. And were you involved in any capacity in drafting 

those talking points that were coming from the intelligence community? 

A I was not. 

Q Okay. 

So, if I can, just so we have something to go off of, I would like 
to enter these talking points into the record. And I'll mark this as 
exhibit 1. 


[ 


Exhibit No. 1 


Was marked for identification.] 


BY MR. DESAI: 


Q So what I've just handed you, exhibit 1, is a document 
comprising of two pages. It is the cover sheet of the "Report of the 
U.S. Senate Select Committee on Intelligence Review of the Terrorist 
Attacks on U.S. Facilities in Benghazi, Libya, September 11-12, 2012." 

And attached to this cover sheet is Appendix I of that report, 
"The Benghazi Talking Points," which I believe are the final version 
of the intelligence community talking points that were prepared at the 
behest of Congress. 
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[12:15 p.m.] 

BY MR. DESAI: 

Q It says here on the second page, quote, "The final, 
unclassified version of the CIA talking points, as provided to HPSCI 
on September 15, 2012, read as follows," end quote. And I'm just going 
to quickly read through these three talking points. 

The first one says, quote, "The currently available information 
suggests that the demonstrations in Benghazi were spontaneously 
inspired by the protests at the US Embassy in Cairo and evolved into 
a direct assault against the US diplomatic post in Benghazi and 
subsequently its annex. There are indications that extremists 
participated in the violent demonstrations," end quote. 

The second talking point reads, quote, "This assessment may 
change as additional information is collected and analyzed as currently 
available information continues to be evaluated," end quote. 

And the third and final point reads, quote, "The investigation 
is ongoing and the US Government is working with Libyan authorities 
to bring to justice those responsible for the deaths of US citizens," 
end quote. 

Does this appear to be the language that Ambassador Rice reviewed 
and relied upon in preparation for her statements with respect to 
Benghazi on the Sunday morning talk shows? 

A Yes . 

Q So Ambassador Rice told this committee recently that she 
believed these intelligence community talking points reflected the 
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intelligence community's best current assessment of the facts that 
could be shared publicly at that time. Was that your understandingj 
as well? 

A Yes . 

Q So, at the time, you understood these points that I just 

read to you from the IC to be factually accurate as determined by the 
intelligence community? Is that your understanding? 

A Yes . 

Q And you don't have any reason to personally doubt the 

factual accuracy of the intelligence community ' s talking points at that 
time. Is that correct? 

A No. 

Q And no one else had indicated to you that there was anything 
inaccurate or factually defective about these intelligence community 
talking points. Is that right? 

A Yes -- no -- say that again. 

Q Sure. No one indicated to you that there was anything 

factually inaccurate about these statements, is that right, these 
talking points? 

A No. 

Q Okay. 

And did you think it was appropriate at the time for Ambassador 
Rice to defer to and rely on these intelligence community talking points 
when appearing on the Sunday talk shows to talk about Benghazi? 

A Yes . 
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Q Okay. And why was it appropriate for her to defer to the 
intelligence community's talking points when talking about Benghazi 
on those shows? 

A It was appropriate because the situation was complex and 
our understanding of it was evolving. And there were also sensitive 
aspects of what had happened or of our -- basically^ our presence in 
Benghazi . 

Q And, in your view, would it have been appropriate for 
Ambassador Rice to have tried to reinvestigate the intelligence 
assessment or do her own fact-finding on the ground in Benghazi with 
respect to what happened on September 11th or to essentially 
second-guess the intelligence community's assessment as to what had 
taken place at that time? 

A I think it was appropriate for her to rely on their 
expertise . 

Q Okay. 

So was it is your understanding that when discussing the Benghazi 
attacks on those various Sunday morning shows on the 16th of September 
that it was Ambassador Rice's intention to communicate the information 
that's contained in these talking points to the best of her ability? 

A Yes . 

Q And is it fair to say that she was doing her best to adhere 
to the language and meaning of these intelligence community talking 
points as closely as possible when she was discussing Benghazi on those 


shows? 
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A Yes . 

Q And from what you recall, did she do this? 

A Yes . 

Q So what I'd like to do is turn to the specific statements 

Ambassador Rice made on those Sunday morning talk shows . And I ' m going 
to mark this document as exhibit 2. 

[^^^1 Exhibit No. 2 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MR. DESAI: 

Q So, Ms. I just handed you exhibit No. 2 into the 

record. And this is an email with the document ID of C05394585. It's 
an email from -- am I pronouncing that correctly? 

to Nuland, 

and It's dated September the 19th, 2012, 

timestamped 4:31 p.m. The subject line reads, "2012-09-16 - Amb 
Rice - Sunday Shows. docx," and it includes an attachment with the same 
title . 

If you could just turn the page for me, you'll see the referenced 
attachment. That carries with it a document ID, for the record, of 
C05394586. 

And this document appears to be a compilation of transcripts from 
Ambassador Rice's five appearances on the various talk shows. I 
believe it's ABC's "This Week," CBS's "Face the Nation," NBC's "Meet 
the Press, " "Fox News Sunday, " and CNN ' s "State of the Union, " all from 
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September 16th j 2012. 

Is this an accurate characterization of what I ' ve just handed you? 

A Yes . 

Q What I'd like to do is walk you through some of the specific 
statements that Ambassador Rice made on these programs because, after 
reviewing them, they appear to follow a pattern. Generally speaking. 
Ambassador Rice begins by talking about the FBI investigation into the 
Benghazi attack. She then gives the current and best assessment of 
what happened, and she gets that current best assessment of what 
happened in Benghazi from the intelligence community's talking points. 
She then concludes with another caveat, that the investigation will 
give the final answers. 

So if we can turn to the first transcript, ABC "This Week." And 
this is page 3. And the page numbers are noted at the top of the 
document . 

Ambassador Rice says on page 3, she says, quote -- and here we 
are at -- she says, "Well, lake, first of all, it's important to know 
that there's an FBI investigation that has begun and will take some 
time to be completed. That will tell us with certainty what 
transpired. " 

A I got it, yes. 

Q So it appears, again, she begins -- Ambassador Rice begins 
her answer with a caveat or warning that the investigation is ongoing 
and, as a result, any information that she's sharing on the program 
is subject to change. 
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Is that youn understanding of what she does here? 

A Yes . 

Q And do you know why that was important to her, Ms. 

A I can't speak for Ambassador Rice. 

Q She goes on to say -- and I'm still on page 3, about middle 
of the page -- quote, "But our current best assessment, based on the 
information that we have at present, is that, in fact, what this began 
as, it was a spontaneous -- not a premeditated -- response to what had 
transpired in Cairo," end quote. 

Again, she seemed to be very deliberately clarifying that this 
was the U.S. Government's current best assessment at that time. Is 
that also your understanding? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. 

Now, if I can please ask you to compare that statement with the 

intelligence community's talking points in exhibit 1. And compare 
that sentence in Ambassador Rice's statement to the very first talking 
point just for a second. Do those appear consistent to you? 

A Yes . 

Q So they both contain the word "spontaneous." Is that 
right? 

A Yes . 

Q And Ambassador Rice's statements that we've just read and 
the first talking point here from the IC also both reference these 


events in Cairo. Is that correct? 
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A Yes . 

Q Okay. 

And to the extent that Ambassador Rice used slightly different 
words -- for examplOj I think she calls it a response instead of saying 
it was inspired by in this instance, and at times she used slightly 
different wordings -- in your view, is this more or less the same? Are 
these consistent or synonymous with what the intelligence 
point/talking point says here in the first bullet point? 

A Yes . 

Q If you could go back to the exhibit -- exhibit 2, excuse 

me -- Ambassador Rice continues, "In Cairo, as you know, a few hours 
earlier, there was a violent protest that was undertaken in reaction 
to this very offensive video that was disseminated," end quote. 

Was that a commonly known fact at the time, that these Cairo 
protests were a reaction to this offensive video? 

A Yes . 

Q And further down. Ambassador Rice states, again -- and she 

says, quote -- and I'm here, again, still on page 3, maybe about 
three-fourths of the page down -- quote, "We'll wait to see exactly 
what the investigation finally confirms, but that's the best 
information we have at present," end quote. 

In your view, was this, again. Ambassador Rice's attempt to 
bookend and reinforce her previous statement that the facts were still 
developing, that there was an investigation going on, and, as a result, 
the information was subject to change? 
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A Yes . 

Q In youn view and if you recall based on either your 
conversations with Ambassador Rice or, again, just your own view, was 
this in any way -- what she just said here in this transcript, was this 
in any way meant to express that she was sharing with the American people 
the definitive and final accounting of what took place in Benghazi that 
night? 

A No. 

Q Was she in any way trying to indicate that she was conveying 
the definitive, final accounting of what was happening throughout the 
region at this time? 

A No. 

Q In fact, it appears that it was, you know, her goal -- she 

was intending to make very clear that the government's understanding 
was actually potentially subject to change as facts on the ground 
developed and the investigation continued. Is that correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. 

If we can now turn to CBS's "Face the Nation" on page 8. And, 
once again, we have Ambassador Rice here talking to Mr. Schieffer, and 
she begins her conversation with him talking about the FBI 
investigation. 

She says, quote, "Well, Bob, let me tell you what we understand 
to be the assessment at present. First of all, very importantly, as 
you discussed with the president, there is an investigation that the 
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United States government will launch, led by the FBI that has begun." 

And, again, what is youn understanding of why Ambassador Rice 
started with the FBI investigation and telling Mr. Schieffer that this 
was the starting point and facts could develop over time? 

A I believe she wanted to convey that what we understood at 
present may not be the final facts as confirmed by the FBI 
investigation. 

Q She goes on to say, quote, "So we'll want to see the results 
of that investigation to draw any definitive conclusions," end quote. 

And, again, she begins to, you know, reiterate here that the FBI 
investigation is ongoing and, as a result, you know, it's generally 
impossible to ascertain definitively what had happened at this time 
given the situation on the ground. Is that your understanding, as 
well? 

A Yes . 

Q She continues, quote, "But based on the best information 
we have to date, what our assessment is as of the present is in fact 
what -- it began spontaneously in Benghazi as a reaction to what 
transpired some hours earlier in Cairo, where, of course, as you know, 
there was violent protest outside of our embassy sparked by this hateful 
video," end quote. 

And, once again, does it appear as if Ambassador Rice's language 
with respect to Benghazi here, does it track the intelligence 
community's language in the talking points that were provided to her 
in preparation for these shows with respect to Benghazi? 
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A Yes . 

Q And can we just compare these very quickly, once again. 
Going back to exhibit 1 , the first point, she uses the word 
"spontaneously." She references the Cairo events as the inspiration 
as the cause of that reaction. Is that right? 

A Yes . 

Q Moving on to NBC "Meet the Press" on page 12, we see 
Ambassador Rice still following this general pattern with respect to 
referencing the FBI investigation. 

At the outset, she says, quote -- and this is her first quote on 
page 12. "Well let us -- let me tell you the best information we have 
at present. First of all, there's an FBI investigation which is 
ongoing and we look to that investigation to give us the definitive 
word as to what transpired," end quote. 

So, again, she begins her answer with the FBI investigation and 
the warning that the information that she has at that time was not 
definitive. Is that your understanding? 

A Yes . 

Q She then goes on to state, quote, "But putting together the 
best information that we have available to us today, our current 
assessment is that what happened in Benghazi was, in fact, initially 
a spontaneous reaction to what had just transpired hours before in 
Cairo," end quote. 

Does that statement again emphasize that Ambassador Rice's was 


working off, quote, "the best information to date"? 
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A Yes . 

Q Does it nefenence the spontaneous language we just looked 
at in the intelligence community's talking points in exhibit 1? 

A Does it -- I'm sonny^ does it -- 

Q Does it track that same language -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- with respect to using the word "spontaneous"? And it 

repeats the Cairo reference that we also see here in bullet point 1 
of the intelligence community's talking points on exhibit 1. Is that 
correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Ambassador Rice continues to call these, quote, 

"opportunistic extremist elements came to the consulate as this was 
unfolding," end quote. 

Does that language track the intelligence community's talking 
point that there are, quote, "indications that extremists participated 
in the violent demonstrations"? And this is the language that comes 
from the last sentence of the intelligence community's first talking 
point in exhibit 1. 

A Yes . 

Q So you see that the two seem to track each other, is that 

your understanding, what Ambassador Rice said with respect to 
opportunistic extremist elements and what the intelligence community 
says in the last sentence of bullet point 1? Is that your 
understanding? 
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And take a second to just compare them. 

A Yes . 

Q Going back to exhibit 2, Ambassador Rice says about a little 
further up than midway on page 12, quote, "Obviously, that's -- that's 
our best judgment now. We'll await the results of the investigation 
and the President has been very clear. We'll work with the Libyan 
authorities to bring those responsible to justice," end quote. 

Once again, we see another caveat here. Ambassador Rice says 
that the FBI investigation will continue; that's going to be the 
definitive word as to what transpired. 

And, again, is it your understanding that this was what appears 
to be happening? Ambassador Rice is offering a caveat to say, we need 
to see what's going to happening based on the FBI investigation? 

A Yes . 

Q Let's move to "Fox News Sunday." And this is page 23 of 
exhibit 2. 

And Ambassador Rice begins by saying, quote, "Well, first of all, 
Chris, we are obviously investigating this very closely. The FBI has 
a lead in this investigation," end quote. 

And, once again, is it your understanding that Ambassador Rice 
is beginning her conversation with Fox News here by referencing the 
FBI investigation because it would be providing definitive answers as 
more facts were ascertained? Is that your understanding? 

A Yes . 

Q She goes on to say, quote, "The information, the best 
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information and the best assessment we have today is that in fact this 
was not a preplanned j premeditated attack. That what happened 
initially was that it was a spontaneous reaction to what had just 
transpired in Cairo as a consequence of the video," end quote. 

And if we can compare what Ambassador Rice just says here in the 
transcript, does it appear as if she's once again tracking the 
intelligence community's talking points and the language that we have 
in bullet point 1 in exhibit 1? 

A Yes . 

Q Are those two things consistent, in your view? 

A Yes. 

Q She then states, "Obviously, we will wait for the results 
of the investigation and we don't want to jump to conclusions before 
then. But I do think it's important for the American people to know 
our best current assessment," end quote. 

In your view, once again, is Ambassador Rice bookending 
her conversation with Fox News by saying that the information we have 
is the best right now but it could change as we garner more facts down 
the road? 

A Yes . 

Q So, based on this exercise we just did of comparing 

Ambassador Rice's statements on the Sunday morning shows to the 

intelligence community's talking points, would it be fair to say that 
when addressing the Benghazi attacks specifically on her various 
appearances on the Sunday morning shows that Ambassador Rice adhered 
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to the language of these talking points pnetty consistently and pnetty 
closely? 

A Yes . 

Q Great. 

So I alluded to very briefly that Ambassador Rice's appearances 
on these shows has garnered scrutiny, has generated some controversy, 
and there's been a lot of examination of what she said since then. And 
we've just done this exercise comparing the intelligence community's 
talking points, the ones that she relied on when talking about Benghazi 
on these shows, to what she actually said. 

On April 18th, 2013, the Director of the National Intelligence 
Agency, lames Clapper, he testified before the Senate Armed Services 
Committee. And, referring to Ambassador Rice, he said, quote, "I 
thought it was unfair because the hit she took, I didn't think it was 
appropriate. She was going on what we had given her, and that was our 
collective best judgment at the time as to what should have been said," 
end quote. 

Do you agree with DNI Director Clapper here that it appeared that 
Ambassador Rice was relying on the intelligence talking points, which 
reflected the intelligence community's best assessment of what had 
happened at the time, when she was talking about Benghazi on these 
Sunday morning shows? 

A Yes . 

Q Despite the intelligence community having said this now 
publicly a few times. Ambassador Rice continues to garner criticism 



62 


62 

fon what she said. And I just want to ask you a few questions about 
thatj as well. 

Appearing on the Hugh Hewitt radio show on May 7thj 2013^ Chairman 
Gowdy stated, quote, "We know that we were lied to. I think I can prove 
tomorrow that it was an intentional misrepresentation by Susan Rice 
and others," end quote. And that's a pretty serious allegation, so 
I want to give you the opportunity in the time we have remaining to 
respond to some of this. 

Were you at all involved in any plan or any process to deliberately 
cause Ambassador Rice to misrepresent the facts to the American people 
for political purposes on the Sunday morning talk shows following the 
attacks? 

A I was not. 

Q Was it ever your sense that statements Ambassador Rice made 
on the Sunday talk shows were meant to deliberately mislead the American 
people about the Benghazi attacks for political purposes? 

A No. 

Q Is it your understanding that Ambassador Rice, to the best 

of her ability, attempted to follow the intelligence community's 
talking points and press guidance that she understood to be the 
collective best assessment at that time of what had taken place in 
Benghazi on September 11, 2012? 

A Yes . 

Q Do you believe Ambassador Rice at any point during her 
appearances on the Sunday talk shows or elsewhere with respect to the 
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Benghazi attacks deliberately downplayed some facts or emphasized 
others in order to favor a particular political narrative? 

A No. 

Q Were you aware or involved in perpetuating any kind of 
intentionally false or misleading narrative about the Benghazi 
attacks? 

A I was not. 

Q Did anyone ever pressure you to say anything about the 

Benghazi attacks that you believe to be false or inaccurate? 

A No. 

Q Did anyone else working on any statementj talking points^ 
or any other remarks about the attacks ever tell you that they had been 
pressured into making changes that they believed to be false? 

A No. 

Q What's your response to this general allegation or these 

set of allegations that I've just enumerated with respect to that there 
was intentional misleading by the Ambassador or others working for her 
to deliberately mislead the American peoplCj if you have any response? 

A It's frustrating. And I think those of us who give our 
lives to public service expect more. And I also think it does a 
disservice to our colleagues whose lives were lost to perpetuate 
conspiracy theories. 

Q At this time, I would like to enter into the record exhibit 
No. 3. 


[ 


Exhibit No. 3 
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Was marked for identification.] 

BY MR. DESAI: 

Q And I'll just give you a few moments to review what I've 
just handed you^ Ms. 

All set? 

A Yes . 

Q So I've just handed you exhibit No. 3. This is an email 
dated September the 14th, 2012. It has a document ID of C05415285. 
It has a subject line, quote, "PREP CALL with Susan; Saturday at 4:00 
pm ET, " end quote. There's a timestamp here at the top of page 1 of 
8:09 p.m. 

And what I'd like to do, actually, is start at the beginning of 
this email chain, which I believe begins on page 4 of the document. 

So what appears here is that Mr. Dag Vega, who you I believe were 
discussing with my colleague in the last round, sends an email to a 
host of individuals. And he says, quote, "We plan to hold a call on 
Saturday at 4:00 PM ET to help prepare Susan for her interviews on the 
Sunday shows. She will appear on all of them," end quote. 

lust as an initial matter, do you recall whether or not some 
version of this email or the information that's being conveyed in this 
email, which we'll talk about here in a second, was actually sent to 
Ambassador Rice at any point? 

A No. 

Q In an instance where the U.S. Ambassador to the U.N. will 
be publicly representing the United States on a matter such as this. 
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is it. I'll say, usual on routine practice for Ambassador Rice ' s office 
to coordinate with the White House and other stakeholders in the 
government that would have equities involved in what's going to be 
discussed on those shows? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. 

So Mr. Vega sends the email. He then conveys a certain amount 
of information here. So it's the dial-in for the call. And he then 
has, "Here are the promos," is what he says. And we appear to have 
promos from at least four of the shows, NBC "Meet the Press," ABC "This 
Week," CBS's "Face the Nation," and then "Fox News Sunday" on the next 
page. 

So if I can just make sure I understand what these promos are, 
are these the kinds -- what's being conveyed here? Is this the 
information or the kinds of questions or discussion topics that this 
particular show or shows were planning to discuss with Ambassador Rice 
when she appears on their network? Is that right? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And the promos that are here from these various shows 
that are enumerated on this page, are they created exclusively by the 
shows themselves or the producers of those particular shows? 

A Yes, as far as I know. 

Q Your office or anyone at USUN or Ambassador Rice's office 
would not play any role in formulating the discussion topics or the 
information that's being conveyed in these promos here. Is that 
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connect? 

A That's connect. 

Q Okay. 

And the neason that these ane helpful, fnom what I can tell, is 
that they help Ambassadon Rice's office and younself and the othens 
to adequately pnepane hen fon the full nange of questions and discussion 
topics that she's likely to get once she's on the show. Is that 
connect? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. 

So it would be fain to say, then, that these pnomos ane, you know, 
highlighting plans to discuss a fainly bnoad nange of foneign policy 
issues that, in fact, do include the Benghazi attacks but ane not 
limited to just the Benghazi attacks but, nathen, coven a much bnoaden 
span of subjects, including violence that was afflicting the negion 
at this time. Is that night? 

A Yes . 

Q So, as you wene helping Ambassadon Rice pnepane -- and let 

me step back fon a second. Did you help hen pnepane fon these shows? 

A I did. 

Q And as you wene helping hen pnepane, would it be fain, then, 
to say, at least based on these pnomos -- and we can go thnough them, 
but -- that you'ne pnepaning hen fon, again, a fainly wide nange of 
topics with nespect to what's happening in the negion at this time, 
not just exclusively the Benghazi attacks? Is that connect? 
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A Yes . 

Q Okay. 

If I can focus your attention to the very first page of exhibit 
3. And so Mr. Vega sent this out. It looks like Mr. Rhodes responds 
to a bunch of folks, and there's a certain amount of information here. 

And it looks like we have, broadly speaking, three categories: 
"Goals" at the very top of the page, with some information; "Top-lines" 
at the middle of the page, with some information; and then the second 
page begins with some questions and answers. 

Is that a fair characterization of what this is? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. 

If I can turn your attention to the last section, the question 
and answers, first, on page 2, and if I can have you just review those 
Q&A's very briefly. I'm just going to ask you a couple of questions 
about what's written here. 

A lust page 2? 

Q Yeah. lust the Q&A, which goes on to page 3, as well. 

Okay. So, as an initial matter, as I review this, these two 
pages, the Q&A, these presumably aren't affirmative statements that 
Ambassador Rice is going to make on these shows. Is that right? And 
by that, I mean, by contrast, these are questions that she's 
anticipating or that your team is anticipating she could potentially 
be asked on these shows based on the promos you've received. Is that 


fair? 
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A Yes . 

Q Okay. 

A I would add -- 

Q Please. 

A -- it was also based on my professional judgment. 

Q Okay. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Although you weren't the author of this 
particular document. 

Ms. That is right. 

BY MR. DESAI: 


Q And as you've gone through these Q&A's on page 2 and 3, the 
way I've read it is that there's actually only one question about 
Benghazi out of all the questions that are outlined here. And that 
question is at the bottom of page 2 , which I believe is the third 
question and answer. Is that right? 

A Yes . 

Q The two questions preceding that question focus on the Arab 

Spring. And then the questions afterwards talk aboutj it looks like^ 
the Presidential election. Romney's advisers have some comments on 
what's happening. And then it looks like the questions at the end of 
page 3 deal with Israel and Iran. Is that right? 

A Yes. 

Q And I think what you had mentioned to my colleague in the 

last hour was that these questions on Israel and Iran you guys were 
anticipating based on the promos, also because I think you guys knew 
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that Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu would be appearing on 
these showSj as well. Is that correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. 

SOj just to be clear, the only mention of Benghazi out of all these 
Q&A's is the third question, the last one on page 2. Is that right? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. 

With respect to that question about Benghazi, the third question 
at the end of page 2, the question says, quote, "What's your response 
to the Independent story that says we have intelligence 48 hours in 
advance of the Benghazi attack that was ignored? Was this an 
intelligence failure?", end quote. 

And the proposed answer here says, quote, "We are not aware of 
any actionable intelligence indicating that an attack on the U.S. 
Mission in Benghazi was planned or imminent. The currently available 
information suggests that the demonstrations in Benghazi were 
spontaneously inspired by the protests at the US Embassy in Cairo and 
evolved into a direct assault against the US Consulate and subsequently 
its annex," end quote. 

If I could have you compare that sentence starting with "The 
currently available information" with the language, again, in the 
intelligence community's talking points in exhibit 1, just to see if 
the two track each other, if the answer provided here in question three 
is consistent with the language provided by the intelligence community 
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in exhibit 1. 

A Yes . 

Q It does. And there are a couple of small differences j I 

know. I think the answer here in question three refers to the Benghazi 
consulate and the other is a mission. Butj despite those two minor 
differenceSj is it fair to say that the language in the sentences are 
identical? 

And I'll give you a second just to compare those. 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. 

And I know in the last hour you had some discussion with my 
colleague about what the focus of the shows were, how much Benghazi 
comprised of the focus. But what I would like to do is look at the 
document more broadly. And we've done some of that already by looking 
at the promos and the information that was being conveyed. 

lay Carney, who was the White House spokesperson at the time, has 
characterized this email publicly during a press conference, I believe, 
and this is what he said about it. Quote, "In fact, this was not. It 
was explicitly not about Benghazi. It was about the overall situation 
in the region, the Muslim world, where you saw protests outside of 
embassy facilities across the region, including Cairo, Sana'a, 
Khartoum, and Tunis," end quote -- sorry, not end quote. 

He then continued, quote, "This was part of our effort to explain 
our views both as a matter of policy and as a matter of what was happening 
on the ground with regards to the protests that were underway around 
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the region/' end quote. Some complex syntax there. I apologize. 

So what he seems to be saying is that this wasn't just about 
Benghazi, right? The shows were not just about what happened that one 
night in Benghazi specifically or exclusively, but, rather, this was 
attempting to take a larger view of the region and what was going on. 
And he mentions Cairo, Sana'a, Khartoum, and Tunis. 

Can you give me your impression of how you read Mr. Rhodes ' email 
here and the information that was being conveyed and whether, in your 
view, they're talking specifically about Benghazi or, rather, are they 
focused on broader issues in the region and what was going on at the 
time more generally? And if I could just get your sense on that, 
please. 

A Sure. The email from Ben Rhodes, in my estimation, was 
about the developments that were unfolding at the time across the 
Islamic world. They were not specifically focused on Benghazi, with 
the exception of the question and answer we have already discussed. 

Q Okay. So would it be fair to say that your view seems to 
be more or less consistent with Mr . Carney ' s view here, what he conveyed 
in this press conference in May of 2014, that this email, the 
information enumerated within it, wasn't, again, just about Benghazi 
but about the larger unrest in the region and what was happening writ 
large in the Islamic world during this time period? 

A Yes . 

Mr. Desai . We can go off the record. Thank you. 

[Recess. ] 
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[1:34 p.m. ] 

Mn. Desai. Let's go back on the necond. The time is 
approximately 1:34 p.m. 

BY MR. DESAI: 

Q Ms. if I can just refocus your attention to exhibit 

3, which we were talking about before we went on break. And, in the 
last hour, you went through the question-and-answer section of the 
document. I wanted to focus your attention now on the "Goals" section, 
which appears at the top of page 1. 

And, again, if you've already answered this. I'll apologize, but 
did you have any role in formulating or drafting any of the goals that 
are enumerated under this section on page 1 of exhibit 3? 

A No. 

Q Okay. 

And if I can actually focus your attention first on the second 
goal here, which says, quote, "to underscore that these protests are 
rooted in an Internet video, and not a broader failure of policy," end 
quote . 

And so these goals, this email comes from Mr. Rhodes. Mr. Rhodes 
has indicated to us that, with respect to this specific goal that I 
just read to you, what he was referring to, again, was the ongoing 
protests that were taking place and occurring across the region in the 
Islamic world. And that's what this was referencing with respect to 
"the protests are rooted in an Internet video, and not a broader failure 
of policy." 




73 


Is that youn understandingj as wellj when you read this specific 

goal? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. 

And with regard to the ongoing unrest that ' s being referenced here 
in the region j if you know, what was the cause of this unrest that's 
being referenced here? 

A The attacks or protests at various diplomatic facilities 

across the Islamic world were spawned by a video. 

Q Okay. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Is the video you're talking about the 
"Innocence of Muslims" -- 



Ms. Sachsman Grooms. -- YouTube video? 

BY MR. DESAI: 

Q Okay. And do you in any way view this particular goal, the 
second one I read to you just a minute ago, as an effort to somehow 
mislead the public or spin the truth as to what was happening in the 
region during this time? 

A No. 

Q If I can focus your attention to the first goal, now, under 
that section, it states, quote, "to convey that the United States is 
doing everything that we can to protect our people and facilities 
abroad," end quote. 

So, just to be clear, the unrest that we just mentioned here a 
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minute agOj that unnest was still ongoing at this time. You said it 
waSj I believOj spreading through large parts of the Islamic world. 
Is that correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. Andj in your view, was it important for Ambassador 
Rice to convey to the American public that, as this unrest is ongoing 
in this region, that it's the U.S. Government's priority, top priority 
rather, to ensure the safety and security and well-being of its 
personnel abroad who are in this region that's being afflicted by this 
violence? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. 

A I would just note that -- 

Q Please. 

A -- I think, when it says "our people," I think I interpret 
that as Americans writ large. Because it's the responsibility of 
American diplomats and personnel to protect U.S. interests, including 
American citizens, all around the world. 

Q Okay. So it's your understanding that that term is 

encompassing not just diplomats or official U.S. Government personnel 
but it's a top U.S. Government priority to protect all American 
citizens -- 

A Yes . 

Q --in the region that are being affected by this violence. 


Is that right? 
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A Yes . 

Q Okay. 

And would it be fain to say thatj at this time, as this unrest 
is ongoing and these protests and this violence is ongoing in this 
region, that there still existed a risk to the safety, security, and 
well-being of Americans abroad in this region? Was that still a real 
threat or risk, rather? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. 

And, again, just to be clear for the purposes of the record, this 
wasn't some intentional effort to mislead the public into believing 
that there was unrest when there, in fact, wasn't any, right? That's 
not what was going on here. 

A That's correct. 

Q That there actually was unrest and there was protest and 

there was violence. Is that right? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And, rather, instead, that this was actually an 

effort by the government and the administration to reassure the public 
that the U.S. Government was doing everything it could to address the 
unrest and to ensure the safety, security, and well-being of its 
personnel and its citizens abroad? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. 

Moving to the third goal under that section, it says, quote, "to 
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show that we will be resolute in bringing people who harm Americans 
to justicOj and standing steadfast through these protests." 

Given the continuing concern about safety and security of our 
personnel and of Americans in the region in the wake of these ongoing 
protests and unrest in these countrieSj did you view this as a 
prospective message to those abroad who are possibly contemplating 
further violence or further activity against Americans and American 
interests in the regionj that this is basically sayings listen, if you 
come after us, we're going to address it and come after you? Is that 
a fair reading or interpretation of this particular goal? 

A Yes, but I also interpret it as indicating that we will work 
to bring those to justice who perpetrated the attacks that had already 
taken place. 

Q And that was attacks that happened anywhere in the region. 

Is that right? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. So that would be the attacks both in 
Benghazi where American lives were lost and the attacks in other areas 
where, say, U.S. property was injured? 

Ms . Yes 

BY MR. DESAI: 


Q And then if I can just focus your attention to the very last 
goal under this section, quote, "to reinforce the President and 
Administration's strength and steadiness in dealing with difficult 
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challenges," end quote. 

Is this a common goal of the United States Government? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And what do you understand to be the intent behind 

this particular goal? 

A To convey confidence to the American people that the 

administration was doing everything it could to resolve the unrest. 

Q And did you think it was important to assure the rest of 
the world that the administration would remain strong and steady and 
were, in fact, going to address the unrest as it was spreading through 
this part of the world? 

A Yes . 

Mr. Desai. We can go off the record. 

[Recess . ] 

Mr. Missakian . All right. Let's go back on the record. 


BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Ms. I just want to ask you some followup questions 

about what was previously marked as exhibit 3, so if you could get that 
in front of you. 

I may have misheard what you said, but was this document, exhibit 
3 to your interview here, part of the package that was provided to 
Ambassador Rice to help her prepare for the talk shows? 

A I don't recall specifically if this was inserted into that 
package of information. I don't recall specifically. 

Q Okay. To your knowledge, did Ambassador Rice have this as 
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pant of hen pnepanation fon the talk shows? And by "this," I mean 
exhibit 3. 

A I believe she had it in some fonm. I can't say specifically 
whethen I fonwanded it to hen on whethen I took pants of it and included 
it into hen bniefing book. 

Q Okay. And how did you get the bniefing book to hen 
physically? 

A Because it was a compnessed amount of time and we wene 
compiling infonmation up till sont of the last moment, I was sending 
infonmation to Ambassadon Rice's assistant, and she was finalizing the 
book, and she ultimately delivened the book to Ambassadon Rice. 

Q Okay. 

Oun undenstanding is that Ambassadon Rice was in Ohio someplace 
on Satunday, Septemben 15th. Is that connect? 

A Yes . 

Q What was she doing in Ohio? 

Ms. Sachsman Gnooms . I don't know that that's neally any of oun 
business . 


Mn. Missakian . If it was a pensonal tnip, then obviously it's 
not. If it was wonk-nelated, then you can say. 

Ms. She was at a game of some kind. 


BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 


Q Did you say "game"? 

A Yeah, like a football game, I believe. 

Q Oh, okay. Okay. So hen assistant who physically 
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delivered the binder to her, was that assistant in Ohio, as well? 

A I believe that it was delivered to her when she returned 
to Washington. 

Q On that Saturday. 

A Yes. I don't believe her assistant was in Ohio. 

Q And what's the name of the assistant? 

Q Do you have an understanding of the documents that were 
included in the preparation binder? 

A What do you mean by do I have an understanding? 

Q Well -- 

A I had the primary -- 

Q -- my understanding is that a binder was prepared for her 
to help her prep for the shows. Do you have an understanding of what 
was in that binder? 

A I had the primary responsibility for preparing her for the 
shows . 

Q Great. Then you're the best person to ask: What was in 
the binder? 

A I can't -- as I think I mentioned earlier today, I don't 
recall exactly what was in the binder. But some of the things I recall 
were in there include the latest developments around our embassy in 
Tunisia; our embassy in Sana'a, Yemen; the latest developments in 
Sudan; our policy regarding Iran and its nuclear program; and the HPSCI 
talking points on the Benghazi attack. 
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Q I'll ask you about the HPSCI talking points because at least 
there's some confusion in my mind about whether or not those talking 
points were in the binder or not. 

But what you just told me were kind of the topics of information 
that were in the binder. What I ' m asking you is what specific documents 
do you recall being in the binder. 

A Our briefing bookj for lack of a better term^ is comprised 
of talking points, not of documents per se. 

Q And now you've lost me. How would a talking point be 

conveyed other than within a document? 

A I mean, ultimately there was one document, of which many 
sources of information were included. 

Q I see. And who prepared that one document? 

A Well, I had a role in it, had a role in it, and my 

deputy, had a role it. 

Q So it was a document, if I understand you, that was prepared 
by the three of you, using information received from other sources? 

A Maybe it would be helpful to explain generally how a 
briefing book is put together. 

Q It may well be. Please. 

A When the Ambassador had any kind of public appearance, it 
was my responsibility to prepare her or ensure that she was prepared 
for said public appearance. And what we would do -- "we" meaning me 
and my staff -- was to compile anticipated questions and suggested 
answers to a variety of topics. That general process took place in 
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pnepanation fon Ambassador Rice's Sunday show appearances. 

Q Okay. And where did you get the source information j if you 
will, that was then reflected in the talking points document that you 
and your colleagues prepared? 

A As is customary, I assembled the information from a variety 
of sources, including from State Department press guidance, from White 
House press guidance. And as is often the case with situations that 
are unfolding in real time, there is no press guidance yet available. 
So I'm using my judgment and working with counterparts to develop 
appropriate responses for public consumption that convey our best 
information to the American public. 

Q Okay. 

So it doesn't sound like this document that was prepared for 
Ambassador Rice was a very long document, or was it? 

Mr. Su . So you should answer the question, but I want to make 
sure that you are distinguishing between general process as opposed 
to the document, you know, for the Benghazi shows. So just make that 
clear in your answer so the record is clear. 

Ms. I don't recall the length of the briefing book in 

this case. But, generally, for something as broad as five Sunday show 
appearances, in which you're dealing with multiple subject matters, 
the document is fairly substantial. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Would the document consist of both the talking points that 
you and your colleagues had compiled as well as the source information 
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that you were relying on? On would the briefing book be limited to 
just the talking points document that we've been discussing? And now 
I'm referring specifically to the binder that was used on September 
15th. 

A I don't recall the binderj the briefing bookj for that day 
with great clarity. Butj generally, we only include talking points 
and anticipated questions and suggested answers. 

Q And, to your best recollection, were the HPSCI talking 
points included in the binder that you put together? 

A So, to clarify, I was sending information to to 

compile the final binder, because I was collecting it in real time, 
and we had only a small window in which to get the materials to 
Ambassador Rice the evening of September 15th. So I don't know whether 
the HPSCI points were part of that package or were given to her 
separately. 

Q So I gather that you did not send the HPSCI talking points 
to 

A I don't recall. 

Q Is it possible that you did? 

A It is possible. 

Q Okay. 

Let's go back to exhibit 3 just so I can ask a few followup 
questions here. 

Did you have any discussions with Ben Rhodes about what we're 
looking at here on exhibit 3? 
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A Yes . 

Q Okay. When did you have those discussions with him? 

A The afternoon of Friday^ September 14th. 

Q Okay. Did anybody else participate in the discussion? 

A No. 

Q Was it one discussion or more than one? 

A I don't recall. 

Q When you had the discussion, did you have this document or 
a version of this document in front of you? 

A No. As I mentioned earlier, I asked him to prepare this 
document . 


Q Right. So my question is, did you have a conversation with 
him about this document? 

A My conversation with him was specifically for him to develop 
this document. I did not -- 

Q So the conversation you had was before he had drafted the 
document . 

A That's correct. 

Q Did you have any conversations with him after he drafted 
it? 


A Not that I recall. 

Q Okay. So you don't have any firsthand knowledge, for 
example, about what he intended by the first bullet point under "Goals. 
Is that fair? 


A 


Could you repeat the question? 
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Q Sure. You were asked a number of questions about your 
understanding of various statements within exhibit 3, and you gave your 
understanding. I'm just trying to understand what your understanding 
was based on. Was it based on something Mr. Rhodes told you about what 
he meantj or is it based on something else? 

A I think it's based on my experience as a communications 
professional . 

Q Okay. Fair enough. 

So let's look at number one here under the "Goals" section. And 
it saySj quote^ "to convey that the United States is doing everything 
that we can to protect our people and facilities abroad." 

And you testified that it was your understanding that the 
reference to "our people" was not just our people at our diplomatic 
facilities but Americans anywhere in foreign countries around the 
world . 

And that understanding was not based on anything Mr. Rhodes told 
you butj now you say, based on your professional experience. So 
explain to me how your professional experience led you to conclude that 
"our people" included Americans generally as opposed to those just at 
our diplomatic facilities. 

A I was a U.S. foreign service officer for nearly a decade, 
and our number-one job as diplomats is to protect U.S. interests and 
Americans overseas. 

Q I understand that, but your statement was attributing an 
intent to Mr . Rhodes . And I ' m trying to understand how your experience 
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led you to intenpnet what Mn. Rhodes meant in using that phnase. 

A This language is consistent with practice by U.S. 
Government communications professionals. 

Q So every time the phrase "our people" is used it is meant 
to refer to Americans generally? 

A I can't say that. 

Q What actually was done in the context of the unrest in the 
Middle East to protect Americans generally? 

A I think many things were done. Butj in some cases, we drew 
down our diplomatic personnel -- 

Q lust to be clear, I'm not talking about what was done at 
diplomatic facilities. I'm talking about what was done to protect 
Americans outside those diplomatic facilities. 

Mr. Su . To the extent you know. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q To the extent you know. 

A We also issued travel warnings to Americans and clarified 
information regarding the security situation in a number of countries 
around the Islamic world. 

Q Okay. Anything else? 

A We also -- 

Q Besides the traveling warnings. 

A We also worked with the host governments in many of these 
countries to ensure they were as dedicated as we were to protecting 


Americans and American interests in their countries. 
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Q Okay. 

Mn. Su . One second? 

Mr. Missakian . Sure. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Ms. I would just add that I'm not aware of everything 

that was done, but I am aware of some things as they were reported or 
conveyed publicly during that time. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Okay. But you weren't involved directly in anything that 
was being done around the globe, were you? 

A No. 

Q Now, let's drop down to the second bullet there, and I'll 
quote: "To underscore that these protests are rooted in an Internet 
video, and not a broader failure of policy," end quote. 

I believe you said that your understanding of that bullet point 
was consistent with Mr. Rhodes' understanding. And although you 
didn't speak to Mr. Rhodes, tell us what your understanding of that 
second bullet is based upon. 

A The protests, broadly speaking, in the Islamic world were 
inspired by the YouTube video, "Innocence of Muslims" I believe it was 
called. 

Q Let me get at it a different way. It's your view, I gather, 
that that second bullet was not meant to apply to Benghazi. Is that 
fair? 

A I think the goal of that point is speaking broadly to 
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protests as they were occurring across the Islamic world. 

Q So would it have included Benghazi? 

A I don't know. 

Q You don't know one way or the other? 

A I don't know the specific intent of that bullet. 

Q Okay. 

Nowj you were asked some questions about the next bulletj number 
three, again, quoting: "To show that we will be resolute in bringing 
people who harm Americans to justice, and standing steadfast through 
these protests," end quote. 

And I think you were asked by Mr. Desai whether that was intended 
to apply prospectively. For example, if somebody harmed an American 
in the future, that we were sending a message that we would bring those 
people to justice. And you said you also believed, I think -- correct 
me if I'm wrong -- that this was intended to apply to the folks who 
had harmed the Americans in Benghazi. Is that correct? 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms . I'm not sure that the question ever asked 
her what the intent of the author of the document was. I believe that 
all the questions just referred to what her reading of the document 
was . 

Mr. Missakian . Well, that's the same thing. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. No, that's not true. 

Mr. Missakian . We can have the record speak for itself. 

Do you understand my question? 

Ms. Could you repeat it, please? 
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Mn. Missakian . Sure. You were asked some questions about how 
you understood bullet number three. SOj in essence, they were asking 
you what the drafter had in that person's mind. 

So my understanding is that what you stated was that this was meant 
not only to apply prospectively, as they tried to get you to say, but 
it also applied -- 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms . All right, this is just getting a little 
ridiculous . 

Mr. Missakian . --it also applied -- 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. You have now -- 

Mr. Missakian . Susanne, can you please -- 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. -- in our question. 

Mr. Missakian . Can you please try for once just to act 
professionally? You'll have your time to clean it up if you want to. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I think -- 

Mr. Missakian . This is my time. Please stop. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. -- you have used your time to misrepresent 
what we said on the record -- what she said and what we said. 

Mr. Missakian . I did not misrepresent anything. I did not 
misrepresent a single thing. You know exactly what you tried to do. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I know exactly what was said, and I know 
exactly what we did. And we asked for her -- 

Mr. Missakian . So do I, and so does the record. And we'll let 
the record speak for itself. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I'm happy to. Then let the -- 
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Mn. Missakian . Great. Let's move on. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. -- record speak for itself, and you can 
stop saying what we said or what we intended to say since you clearly 
don't have a good understanding of that. 

Mr. Missakian . I have an absolute crystal-clear understanding 
of what you attempted to do. So does the record. I'm happy to let 
the record speak for itself. I assume you're not because you keep 
talking. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q So let me try to ask the question again. And I apologize 
for the interruption. 

The third bullet states "to show that we will be resolute in 
bringing people who harm Americans to justice, and standing steadfast 
through these protests," end quote. 

You were asked some questions about the intent of that bullet, 
and the suggestion was that that bullet might apply prospectively. And 
I believe you said that it was also your view that that was intended 
to cover the Americans who had been harmed in Benghazi, as well. Is 
that correct? 

And if I have your testimony wrong, all you have to do is say, 
yes, you've got it wrong and tell me why. 

A I would add to what you said that I interpret it as meaning 
that the United States will be resolute in bringing people who harm 
Americans and American facilities to justice. So I would include in 
that what happened in Cairo and in Tunisia, for example. 
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Q And in Benghazi. 

A Yes . 

Q Now, as part of one of the questions you were asked -- was 
to suggest that this bullet would also apply to U.S. property that, 
I think the term was, injured. Do you recall being asked that? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. But you would agree that there's no mention of U.S. 

property in this bullet; it solely refers to people who harm Americans . 
Is that fair? 

A It's true. 

Q So where are you getting the understanding that this was 

also intended to apply to U.S. property in addition to American people? 

A I think that these goals are -- they're general statements. 
They're not meant to be inclusive of -- or exclusive of -- inclusive 
of everything, that this is all that the goals should be. This is a 
roadmap for the goals, and I can interpret them the way that I think 
is appropriate. 

Q But your interpretation is not based on anything that the 

drafter, Mr. Rhodes, said to you. In other -- 

A That's true. 

Q True. Okay. 

Now, you were read a statement by Mr. Carney, and I'll read it 
to you again. Mr. Carney said, quote, "Correct, but you misstated it. 
In fact, this was not -- it was explicitly not about Benghazi." 

And my understanding, based on the question, although I don't have 
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it here, is that Mn. Carney was referring to what's been marked as 
exhibit 3 to your interview. Is that your understanding? 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Would you like a copy of the document? 
Ms. I don't understand the question. Are you asking me 

if lay Carney's statement is pertaining to this document? 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 


Q Yes. 

The part that I quoted is at the very bottom. Maybe if we look 
a little bit ahead. 

Yes, I believe he is talking about this. Because, earlier, 
there's a question, "lay, I guess you're aware that Judicial Watch 
obtained an email from Ben Rhodes to staff members about the Benghazi 
attack." So it's my best belief that he is referring to exhibit 3. 

Mr. Carney says, "In fact, this was not -- it was explicitly not 
about Benghazi. " So when I hear that, when I hear the word "explicit, " 
I expect to see something in here that says this is not about Benghazi, 
this is intended to apply to everything but Benghazi. I don't see that 
here. But you seem to agree with Mr. Carney's statement, and I'd just 
like to know why. 

A I agree with Mr. Carney saying it was about the overall 
situation in the region, the Muslim world. 

Q Okay. So then you disagree with his statement that this, 
exhibit 3, was explicitly not about Benghazi. 

A I think you can interpret that statement in different ways. 

Q Okay. How would you interpret it? 
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A I think if -- I can't speak fon Mn. Canney, but my 
interpretation of what he meant here was that this is not specifically 
about Benghazi j that exhibit 3 is about the region writ large. 

Q Yeah, I understand that. But Mr. Carney is very specific. 
He says this, exhibit 3, is explicitly not about Benghazi. But I don't 
see any statement in here where Mr. Rhodes excludes Benghazi from what 
is being said here, which, in my mind, would be explicit. 

A Again -- 

Mr. Su . Wait -- well, wait for the question. 

What is the question? 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q The question is: You seem to agree with Mr. Carney's 
statement. Do you agree that there's nothing explicit in exhibit 3 
that excludes Benghazi? 

A I agree -- what I will say is I can't speak for Mr. Carney, 
but the way that I interpret what he was saying is that this is about 
the region writ large, not specifically about Benghazi. As for whether 
Benghazi is part of this or not, I cannot speak for Mr. Rhodes and his 
intent in this document. 

Q Okay. That's fair. Thank you. 

You were also asked a question about whether you believed 
Ambassador Rice had either done her best or done to the best of her 
ability to adhere to the HPSCI talking points in the statements that 
she made on the Sunday talk shows. Do you recall being asked those 
questions? 



93 


93 


A Yes . 

Q And you said that it was youn belief that she did hen best 
on to the best of hen ability to adhene to the HPSCI talking points. 
What is that conclusion based upon? Did you have a convensation with 
Ambassadon Rice in which she told you that I did my best to adhene to 
the talking points? On was it based on something else? 

A My assessment is based on my neading of hen tnanscnipts and 
my undenstanding at the moment of what she said. 

Q And youn undenstanding at the moment -- so if I undenstand 
what you'ne sayings is youn view that she did hen best was you doing 
youn kind of own wond-fon-wond companison between HPSCI talking points 
and the tnanscnipts of those shows? 

A I would caveat youn statement by saying that I'm not 
evaluating hen on a wond-by-wond basis. I'm evaluating hen intent and 
effont to maintain fidelity to the talking points. But whethen on not 
it's wond-fon-wond accunate is not how I establish -- on evaluate hen. 

Q Right. You'ne evaluating hen intent based on youn own 
pensonal companison of the two, the HPSCI talking points with what she 
said on the shows. 

A Can you nepeat the question again? 

Q Sune. You came to a conclusion about hen intent, which you 
wene veny happy to shane with my colleagues fnom the minonity. Would 
it be fain to say that youn conclusion about hen intent was based on 
youn pensonal companison of the HPSCI talking points to what you 


undenstood hen to have said on the talk shows? 
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A Yes. But it's also based on my experience working with 
Ambassador Rice. 

Q Anything else besides that? 

A Not that I can think of. 

Q Did you take part in what we understand to have been a prep 
call on Saturday^ September ISthj to prepare Ambassador Rice for the 
talk shows? 

A Yes . 

Q Who else took part in that callj to your knowledge? 

A I recall Ambassador Rice participatingj Ben Rhodes 
participatingj Dag Vega^ and David Plouffe. 

Q Had you participated in similar prep calls in the past with 
Ambassador Rice? 

A Could you be more specific? 

Q Sure. Had Ambassador Rice appeared on the talk shows at 
any point in the past? Come to think of itj I guess you hadn't been 
there that long. So was this the first time you had participated in 
a prep session with Ambassador Rice? 

A For Sunday shows, yes. 

Q Yes. 

Mr. Su . I'm sorry, Craig. Would you mind, just for the record, 
introducing your colleague? 

Mr. Missakian . Oh, sorry. This is Mac Tolar. He's another 
attorney from the majority staff. 


Mr. Su . Thank you. 
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BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q So I gather this was the first time you had prepared with 
Ambassador Rice during your time working for the USUN. Is that 
correct? 

A For Sunday show appearances, yes. 

Q Had you taken part in preparing Ambassador Rice while you 
were working at the NSC? 

A Not for Sunday show appearances, no. 

Q For any sort of appearances? 

A I prepared her once for an interview, but it wasn't a Sunday 
show interview. 

Q Do you have any understanding of why Mr. Plouffe was a 
participant in this particular prep session? 

A No. 

Q Did he say anything during the call? 

A I don't recall. 

Q Okay. Tell us about what you recall from this telephone 

call . 

A I recall generally preparing her for what we expected she 
would discuss the following day on the Sunday shows. 

Q Did the topic of Benghazi come up? 

A I don't recall. 

Q Do you recall who was doing most of the talking? 

A I don't recall. 

Q Do you recall anything Mr. Rhodes said during the call? 



96 


96 


A I don't recall. 

Q Do you recall anything that Ambassador Rice said during the 

call? 

A I don't recall. 

Q Okay. Do you recall anything that was said during this 

call? 

A Not specificallyj no. 

Q Generally? 

A I just remember that we were preparing for the appearances. 

Q Where were you during the prep call? 

A I was in my hotel room. 

Q Which city? 

A In Washington. 

Q Had you flown down that day? 

A I had taken the train down. 

Q Okay. Would that have been typical? 

A This was my first Sunday show with Ambassador Rice. 

Q Would that have been typical for the person in your 
position^ to come down to be in the same city with her for the Sunday 
talk shows? 

A Yes . 

Q And was anybody in the hotel room with you, or were you just 
there on the phone by yourself? 

A I was by myself. 

Q And where was Ambassador Rice at this point? 
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A I don't know. 

Q And do you recall having in front of you the same materials 
that Ambassador Rice had been given to prepare herself for the shows? 

A I -- no. 

Q LikOj for example j do you recall anyone sayings okay^ let's 
flip to page X of the binder and discuss that? 

A No, I don't recall that. 

Q So, as you sit here today, it sounds like you don't recall 

too much about that call. 

A I don't recall specific details about the call, no. 

Q It doesn't sound like you even have a general recollection. 

Mr. Su . She's testified as to what she recalls. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q All right. Well, we know you were there to prepare for the 
talk shows. You don't have to remember anything that was said on the 
call to know that. That was the purpose of it, correct? I'm asking 
you if you remember anything generally that was discussed during the 
call . 

A I remember very - - I don't remember a lot of specifics about 
particular topics that we were preparing for, no. 

Q Okay. What do you recall generally having been discussed? 

A I remember discussing that Prime Minister Netanyahu would 
be on two of the Sunday shows. 

Q As you sit here today, that's all you can recall? 


A 


Yes . 
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Q Okay. Do you nememben whether on not the people on the call 
had the HPSCI talking points during the call or whether they came later? 
It's unclear at this point whether they were there during the call or 
whether they came later. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Is it? 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q What do you think? 

A I don't remember the exact time in which I received the HPSCI 
talking points. 

Q Okay. So it ' s unclear in your mind whether they were there 

during the call or after. 

A Yes . 

Q How long did the call last? 

A I don't know. 

Q Give us an estimate. 


Mr. Su . 

If you can. 

If notj then you can't 

Ms. 

Around 

an hour. 


BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 


Q Did you have any calls with anybody after that initial call 
to discuss the Sunday talk shows? 

A I don't recall the sequence of my discussions with -- that 
day. But I recall speaking with Toria Nuland that afternoon to 
understand what was happening in some of the countries where there had 
been threats against our diplomatic facilities. 

Q So this call with Ms. Nulandj you believe it occurred on 
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that Saturday, the 15th, but -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- you don't know if it occurred before or after this prep 
call that we've been talking about. 

A Yes . 

Q Do you recall the topic of Benghazi coming up in your call 
with Ms. Nuland? 

A No. 

Q other than the prep call, that call with Ms. Nuland, do you 
recall any other telephone calls either that day or the next day about 
the Sunday talk shows? 

A I was in touch with Ambassador Rice's assistant throughout 

Saturday to coordinate the prep materials for the Ambassador. 

Q Other than that, any other calls that you can remember? 

A No. 

Q Did you have any in-person meetings to discuss the talk 

shows either that Saturday or the next day, Sunday? 

A I went to Ambassador Rice's house the morning of the shows. 

Q Was there anybody else there other than you and Ambassador 
Rice, other than family members obviously? 

A No. Her assistant, 

Q It was just the three of you? 

A Yes . 

Q And what was the purpose of that meeting? 

A We were accompanying her to the shows. 
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Q So you were just picking her up? 

A Yes, although I also came prepared to discuss what was in 
the media from Saturday night to Sunday morning. 

Q Is that something that you had collected on your own, or 
had somebody collected it and provided it to you? 

A I had done it myself. 

Q And what did you do? 

A Read the newspapers. 

Q And what did you do with what you read? I mean, in other 

words, for example, did you copy articles and have a stack of articles 

that you brought with you? Did you just remember it all in your head? 
What did you do? 

A I brought the newspapers with me. I also had made notes. 

Q And do you recall anything specific about the articles that 

you were going to be highlighting to Ambassador Rice? 

A No. 

Q What do you recall about that discussion? 

A I don't recall any specifics about the discussion. 

Q Do you recall anything generally? Topics, Benghazi, the 
region, Iran, anything like that? 

A No. 

Q Nothing whatsoever? 

A No. 

Q Do you have that material with you still? 

A No. 
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Q Okay. What happened to it? 

A I recycled the newspapers, most likely. 

Q Right. Of course. But you said you took notes. What 
happened to your notes? 

A I don't remember. I left the government several years ago. 

Q How long did that meeting in the morning take, do you recall? 

A No, I don't. 

Q So you met with Ambassador Rice, prepared her a little bit 
more, and then she did the shows. Was there any interaction with her 
between the shows? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. What was the nature of that? 

A To escort her to the next show, to give her feedback on her 

appearances, to provide any other context that might be useful for her 
upcoming appearances, et cetera. 

Q And do you recall any specific feedback that you gave her? 

A No. 

Q Do you recall any other substantive information that you 
gave her that day? 

A No. 

Q Do you recall keeping anybody else up to speed or up to date 
on what was occurring with Ambassador Rice on the talk shows? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. What do you recall? 

A I recall two things. One, I recall being in communication 
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with the pnoducens at each show to let them know when we were wrapping 
up each show and headed to the next one. And I necallj at CBS, I sent 
an email to Ben Rhodes. 

Q I've got that email, actually. Did you review that email 
prior to your deposition here today or your interview here today? 

Mr. Su . It's privileged. 

Mr. Missakian . Well, it's not, but I'll move on. 

Let's mark this as exhibit 4, I believe. 

[■^ 


^ Exhibit No. 4 
Was marked for identification.] 
BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 


Q All right. So I've just marked for the record a one-page 
document that has document control number C05622905 at the top. 

And it's an email, as you said, from you to -- well, it's two 
emails, actually. The first one is from^^^^^^^ on September 16th, 
9:41 a .m. , to a number of people, including Benjamin Rhodes . I'll read 
it into the record. The subject is "CBS." 

"They open w Libyan President who says no doubt attack 
preplanned/predetermined. Says planned by foreigners. Says maybe 
better for FBI to stay away a little while though they need their help 
w investigation." 

Next sentence, "She said in all other shows that no evidence this 
was premeditated, as we discussed." 

Last line is "lust fyi." 

Do you recall having drafted this email? 
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A Yes . 

Q And what was the -- why did you write this email? 

A I wrote this email to alert Ben that what the Libyan 

President had said on CBS was inconsistent with what Ambassador Rice 
had said on the other shows that we had already taped. 

Q Did that inconsistency concern you? 

A No. 

Q Why not? 

A Because what Ambassador Rice said reflected the best 

information that we had at the time. 

Q So in response to hearing what the President of Libya saidj 
I gather you didn't do anything to see if something had been missed j 
for example? 

A I don't understand the question. 

Q Well, you heard what the President of Libya said. If I'm 
hearing you correctly, you immediately discounted it because it was 
inconsistent with the HPSCI talking points. Is that fair? 

Mr. Su . That's not what she said. 

Mr. Missakian . Well, that's a question. 

Mr. Su . You can answer that question. What was your -- 

Mr. Missakian . No -- please. 

Ms. Can you repeat the question? 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Sure. Is it fair to say that when you heard the President 


of Libya say the exact opposite of what Ambassador Rice said, you 
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discounted it immediately because it was inconsistent with what the 
HPSCI talking points provided? 



Thatj in addition to the fact that I knew Ambassador Rice was 


presenting the best information that we had at the time, led me to not 
be concerned with what he had said. I simply wanted to convey to my 
colleagues that there was an inconsistency. 

Q Okay. 

And when you say in this second sentence "as we discussed," what 
discussion were you referring to? 

A I don't recall specifically. 

Q Would it be fair to conclude that this was the discussion 
from the day before? 

A It's possible. 

Q Okay. Because -- 

A I wouldn't assume it, but it's possible. 

Q Well, I'm not aware of any other conversations that you had 

with Benjamin Rhodes, Dag Vega, other than that one. Were there others 
that you had with those two individuals? 

A I had spoken with those individuals in the days proceeding 
Sunday, yes. 

Q Okay. So in any of those conversations that you had with 
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Mr. Rhodes and Mr. Vega in the days prior to September 14th, did the 
topic of whether Benghazi was premeditated or preplanned come up? 

A First of all, I spoke with them on the 15th and on the 14th, 
as I've already stated. I don't recall any conversations prior to the 
14th with Ben or Dag. 

Q Okay. So let's focus on -- so now we have -- at least in 
my mind, there are two conversations with Mr. Rhodes and Mr. Vega, one 
that occurred on the 15th, the Saturday, and then one that occurred, 
apparently, on the 14th. 

A I spoke with both Dag and Ben on the 14th but not together 
that I can recall. 

Q Not together. Okay. 

So in your conversation with Mr. Vega on the 14th, do you have 
any recollection that you discussed the issue of whether the attack 
in Benghazi was preplanned or premeditated? 

A No. 

Q Is that something that you would have discussed with him 

under any circumstances? In other words, one-on-one I mean. 

A No. 

Q We know that you spoke to Mr. Rhodes on the 14th, and 

previously I think you testified that it was focused on Ambassador Rice 
doing the talk shows. Do you recall that during that one or more 
conversation you had with Mr. Rhodes on the 14th the issue of whether 
or not Benghazi was premeditated or preplanned was discussed? 

A No. 
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Q And then we know you had a conversation with Mr. Rhodes, 
Mr. Vega, and others on the 15th. So it is possible, I gather, that 
the conversation that you're referring to, in fact, most likely is the 
one that occurred on the 15th. 


A It's possible. 

Q Okay. 

I'd like to mark as the next document in order exhibit No. 5. 



Exhibit No. 


5 


Was marked for identification.] 


BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 


Q For the record, this is a multipage document that has 
document control number C05527792. 

Ms. this an email. It's from dated 

September 12th, 2012, to a variety of people, including Susan Rice and 
yourself. The subject is "Toria Nuland backgrounder on Libya." 
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[2:31 p.m.] 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q Do you recall this document? 

A I recall the briefing. I don't recall the specific 
document . 

Q Okay. And "the briefing" meaning the background briefing 
that we -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- discussed earlier. 

Would this be an example of the type of updates and information 

that you were getting from the State Department throughout that entire 
week about what had occurred in Benghazi? 

A This was an email from my deputy to a number of my colleagues 
summarizing a briefing that the State Department held. 

So who is 

A He was the deputy spokesperson at the U.S. Mission. 

Q So most likely this is something that he received from the 
State Department^ then he was just circulating it within -- 

A No. 

Q -- your group? 

A This is his summary of a briefing that was heldj of which 
there is an actual transcript. This is not the transcript. This is 
his notes. 

Q Ah. Okay. Yeahj I understand it ' s not the transcript . I 
didn't see here that this was -- it was his summary^ though. 
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A He notes at the top this is a nonvenbatim summary. 

Q Right. I understand it's a nonverbatim summary, but I just 
didn't see that it was his summary that he had prepared. So your belief 
is this is something that Mr. prepared himself. 

A Yes . 

Q So does that mean that he would have been on the call at 
the time? Would that have been typical? 

A Either he was on the call or he summarized the transcript. 

Q Ah. So he may have received the transcript after the call 
and then prepared this from the transcript. 

A Yes . 

Q Is that something that he ordinarily would have done within 

the normal course of his job duties? 

A Yeah. 

Q And even though you don't, I gather, you don't recall this 
email, but do you have any reason to believe that you did not receive 
it at the time, at or about September 12th, almost 20 to 6:00? 

A No. 

Q Do you recall having any discussions with Ambassador Rice 

about that background briefing or this summary? 

A No. 



BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 
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Q Ms. I've given you a document that has been marked 

as exhibit 6. Again, it's a multipage document. The document control 
number is C05562256. 

It appears to be a single -- actually, two emails. The first 
email in time is from Bernadette Meehan to you on September 14th, 2012, 
at 4:09 p.m. The subject is "Libya Guidance." And then you appear 
to forward this email to Mr. and 

Do you recall this email -- this series of emails? 

A No. 

Q Looking at the first email from Ms. Meehan to you, what are 
we looking at there? 

A We are looking at an email from Bernadette to me in which 
she copied and pasted the press guidance that the White House had given 
to lay Carney, as well as it seems that would be used by Toria Nuland 
at the State Department. 

Q In the email from Ms. Meehan to you, the first line says, 
"Below is the guidance that lay used today, and Toria will use. Also 
attached are the video talking points, and the compilation of 
statements. Will keep you posted through the weekend." 

Do you have an understanding of what Ms. Meehan is referring to 
when she says, "video talking points"? 

A No, I do not. 

Q Is it possible that that -- well, let me withdraw that 
question and mark this next document. 


[ 


Exhibit No. 7 





110 


110 


Was marked for identification.] 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 

Q I'm marking as exhibit 7 another multipage document. For 
the record, this document has document control number C05579767. 

Ms. do you recognize what I've marked as exhibit 7? 

A I don't remember it, but -- 

Q Do you have an understanding of what we're now looking at? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. What is it? 

A It's a chain of emails from the White House to various 
communications experts at various national security agencies with a 
number of talking points, statements, and instructions, I think. 

Q And I don't see your name in the "to" list on the first page. 
Do you have -- 

A I see it. 

Q Oh, no, sorry, I do see your name. Do you have any reason 

to believe you did not receive this email at or about the time it was 
sent? 

A No. 

Q Now, taking exhibit 6 and putting exhibit 7 next to it, do 

you have an understanding of whether or not Ms. Meehan, when she says 
"video talking points," is referring to the document we've marked as 
exhibit 7, which is titled, "Talking Points on Movie"? 

A It's possible. I cannot say definitively that it's the 


same thing. 
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[ 


^ Exhibit No. 8 
Was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Missakian. Exhibit 8, for the record^ is a two-page document 
with document control number C05415302. It is an email from 


and Susan Rice, 


to a variety of people, including 
dated September 16th, 2012, at 1:19 p.m. 

Mr. Su . Craig -- 

Mr. Missakian . Yes? 

Mr. Su. -- could I talk to you just briefly about this particular 
document real quick? 

Mr. Missakian . Yes. Sure. 

Mr. Desai . Go off the record? 

Mr. Missakian . Yes, let's go off the record for 1 second. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Missakian . Let's go back on the record. 

Counsel, out of an abundance of caution, asked me if I believe 
that this document is classified because of the footer at the bottom. 
I do not believe that it is and note that on the second page it says 
"unclassified." But if there's a difference of opinion, if the 
minority has a difference of opinion, I'm happy to consider it. 

Mr. Su . Okay. That's fine. 

BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 


Q Now, what we're looking at here is an email to you and 
Ms. Rice. Do you recall this email, Ms. ^^^|? 

A Yes . 
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Q And you recall receiving it at the time^ I gather? 

A Yes . 

Q And why do you recall this email in particular? 

A I recall that this -- actually, I don't recall this specific 

email. I don't recall this specific email. 

Q Okay. 

Now, if you scan down towards the bottom, there's a section titled 
"Libya," and then below that there are three bullets points. The last 
one says, and I quote, "Morell is having his analysts consider the 
disparate views of the field leadership," close quote. 

First off, do you know who Morell is? 

A Yes . 

Q And who is that? 

A Michael Morell. 

Q And I assume you knew that at the time? 

A Yes . 

Q Do you recall being apprised of this fact, that Mr. Morell 
was having analysts consider the disparate views of his field 
leadership? 

A I would just note that I don't know what "views of the field 
leadership" means. 

Q Okay. Were you aware at the time or do you recall being 
aware at the time of disparate views, whatever they may have been, at 
the CIA? 

A About what? 
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Q Well, I believe I know what he's talking about, but I neally 
want to get youn understanding. So it doesn't have to be 
topic-specific, but do you recall generally being aware that there were 
disparate views relating to Libya at the CIA? 

A No. 

Q Thank you. 

Mr. Su . So, Craig, we've been going about an hour. And so I 
don't know what you want to do about -- 

Mr. Missakian . Well, I've got -- let's go off the record for a 
second. 

[Discussion off the record.] 


Mr. 

Missakian. Let's 

go back on the record. 


Ms. 

Sachsman Grooms. 

I'm sorry -- 


Mr. 

Missakian. Let's 

go off the record. 


Ms. 

Sachsman Grooms. 

No, this is still on the 

record . 

Mr. 

Missakian. Let's 

go on the record. 


Ms. 

Sachsman Grooms . 

I just wanted to make sure 

that exhibit 8, 


on the record -- and I just missed it if you did -- had the date and 
the time of the email. It was Sunday, September 16th, 2012, at 1:19 


Mr. Missakian . That's what I said. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Great. Sorry if I missed it. 


BY MR. MISSAKIAN: 


Ms. 


I, do you recall being involved in any preparation 


for Representative Keith Ellison? 
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A No. 

Q No. 


Ms. 



just a couple kind of general questions to finish up 


here . 


At the time, do you recall having any information that connected 
the video that we've been talking about to the attacks in Benghazi? 
A I recall there being press reports about that. 

Q Okay. Other than the press reports, do you recall any other 

information? 


A No. 

Q And to the extent you believed that there had been a protest 
that preceded the attacks in Benghazi, what was that belief based upon? 

A Excuse me. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Ms. Can you repeat that question? 

Mr. Missakian . Sure. To the extent you believed at the time that 
there was a protest that preceded the attacks in Benghazi, on what did 
you base that belief? 

Ms. I based it on what was in the media as well as on my 

reading of the HPSCI talking points. 

Mr. Missakian . Thank you. 

I don't have any further questions but reserve my right to follow 
up the minority's questions. 


Let's go off the record. 
[Recess. ] 
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Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Let's go back on. 

SOj if we can bring youn attention back to exhibit 4 , that's the 
email from^ I believe^ you to Ben Rhodes and a couple of others, 
forwarding to them the Libyan President from after the Sunday talk shows . 

I think there was a fair amount of discussion about the sentence 
in this email, quote, "She said in all other shows that no evidence this 
was premeditated, as we discussed." 

I think what I understood from that is you didn't recall what you 
had or had not discussed about that topic with Ben Rhodes previously. 
Is that accurate? 

Ms . Yes 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. And that it's possible that you had 
discussed with him that there -- that you had had some discussion with 
him about the fact that -- or about the fact that there was no evidence 
that this was premeditated. 

Mr. Missakian . I don't recall her saying anything of the kind. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Oh, really? Okay. 

Do you recall having any discussions with Ben Rhodes about the fact 
that Susan Rice should rely on the HPSCI talking points when discussing 
the Benghazi attacks? 

Ms. I recall that Ambassador Rice was supposed to rely 

on the HPSCI talking points when asked about Benghazi. I don't recall 
specifically who gave me that instruction. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms . And is it possible that that instruction is 
what you are referring to when you wrote that sentence? 
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Ms . Yes 

BY MR. DESAI: 

Q So we ' ne just going to switch gears here a little bit . I've 
asked you a couple rounds of questioning ago about some allegations 
that were made with respect to Ambassador Rice ' s statements . What I ' d 
like to do is just ask you about a set of broader allegations that have 
been made in connection with the Benghazi attack. And it's our 
understanding that our colleagues in the majority are still looking 
into some of these allegations, so we are asking every single witness 
about them. 

And anyone can speculate about the Benghazi attacks, and I'm sure 
everyone has opinions, but what we're interested in here is about 
whether or not you have direct knowledge or direct evidence about the 
allegations that I'm going to ask you about. 

So here's how I would like to proceed. I'm going to just tell 
you what the allegation is and ask you whether or not you have any 
knowledge or evidence to support the allegation that's being advanced. 
And if you don ' t. I'll simply move on to the next allegation until we ' re 
out of allegations. 

There's quite a few of them, so I'm going to ask you in advance 
to be patient. And I appreciate your indulgence as we go through this. 

It has been alleged that Secretary of State Clinton intentionally 
blocked military action on the night of the attacks. One Congressman 
has speculated that, quote, "Secretary Clinton told Leon Panetta to 
stand down," end quote, and this resulted in the Defense Department 
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not sending more assets to help in Benghazi. 

Do you have any evidence Secretary of State Clinton ordered 
Secretary of Defense Panetta to stand down on the night of the attacks? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton 
issued any kind of order to Secretary of Defense Panetta on the night 
of the attacks? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton personally 

signed an April 2012 cable denying security to Libya. The Washington 
Post Fact Checker evaluated this claim and gave it four PinocchioSj 
its highest award for false claims. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton personally signed 
an April 2012 cable denying security resources to Libya? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton was 

personally involved in providing specific instruction on day-to-day 
security resources in Benghazi? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton misrepresented 

or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Colonel Qadhafi to his 
own people in order to garner support for military operations in Libya 
in spring 2011. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton misrepresented 
or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Colonel Qadhafi to his 
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own people in order to garner support for military operations in Libya 
in the spring of 2011? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the U.S. Mission in Benghazi 
included transferring weapons to Syrian rebels or to other countries. 
A bipartisan report issued by the House Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence found thatj quote^ "the CIA was not collecting and 
shipping arms from Libya to Syria," end quote, and that they found, 
quote, "no support for this allegation," end quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the House Intelligence 
Committee's bipartisan report finding that the CIA was not shipping 
arms from Libya to Syria? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the U.S. facilities in 

Benghazi were being used to facilitate weapons transfers from Libya 
to Syria or to any other foreign country? 

A No. 

Q A team of CIA security personnel was temporarily delayed 

from departing the Annex to assist the Special Mission Compound, and 
there have been a number of allegations about the cause of and the 
appropriateness of that delay. 

The House Intelligence Committee issued a bipartisan report 
concluding that the team was not ordered to stand down but that, 
instead, there were tactical disagreements on the ground over how 
quickly to depart. 
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Do you have any evidence that would contradict the House 
Intelligence Committee's finding that there was no stand-down order 
to CIA personnel? 

A No. 

Q Putting aside whether you personally agree with the 

decision to delay temporarily or think it was the right decision, do 
you have any evidence that there was a bad or improper reason behind 
the temporary delay of the CIA security personnel who departed the Annex 
to assist the Special Mission Compound? 

A No. 

Q A concern has been raised by one individual that in the 
course of producing documents to the Accountability Review Board 
damaging documents may have been removed or scrubbed out of that 
production. 

Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials that were 
provided to the Accountability Review Board? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
directed anyone else at the State Department to remove or scrub damaging 
documents from the materials that were provided to the ARB? 

A No. 

Q Let me ask you these questions also for documents that were 
provided to Congress. 

Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
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removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials that were 
provided to Congress? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the CIA Deputy Director, Michael 
Morell, altered unclassified talking points about the Benghazi attacks 
for political reasons and that he then misrepresented his actions when 
he told Congress that the CIA, quote, "faithfully performed our duties 
in accordance with the highest standards of objectivity and 
nonpartisanship," end quote. 

Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Mike Morell gave 
false or intentionally misleading testimony to Congress about the 
Benghazi talking points? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Morell 
altered the talking points provided to Congress for political reasons? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that Ambassador Susan Rice made an 
intentional misrepresentation when she spoke on the Sunday talk shows 
about the Benghazi attacks. 

Do you have any evidence that Ambassador Rice intentionally 
misrepresented facts about the Benghazi attacks on the Sunday talks 
shows? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the President of the United States 

was, quote, "virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief," end quote, on the 
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night of the attacks and that he was, quote, "missing in action." 

Do you have any evidence to support the allegation that the 
President was virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief or missing in action 
on the night of the attacks? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that a team of four military personnel 
at Embassy Tripoli on the night of the attacks who were considered 
flying on the second plane to Benghazi were ordered by their superiors 
to stand down. Military officials have stated that those four 
individuals were instead ordered to remain in place in Tripoli to 
provide security and medical assistance in their current location. 

A Republican staff report issued by the House Armed Services 
Committee found that, quote, "there was no stand-down order issued to 
U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight in 
Benghazi," end quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the conclusion of the House 
Armed Services Committee that there was no stand-down order issued to 
U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight in 
Benghazi? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the military failed to deploy 
assets on the night of the attack that would have saved lives. 

However, former Republican Congressman Howard "Buck" McKeon, the 
former chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, conducted a 
review of the attacks, after which he stated, and I quote, "Given where 
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the troops were, how quickly the thing all happened^ and how quickly 
it dissipated, we probably couldn't have done more than we did," end 
quote . 

Do you have any evidence to contradict Chairman McKeon's 
conclusion? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the Pentagon had military 

assets available to them on the night of the attacks that could have 
saved lives but that the Pentagon leadership intentionally decided not 
to deploy them? 

A No. 

Mr. Desai . Thank you once again for your appearance. 

We can go off the record. 

[Whereupon, at 2:58 p.m., the interview was concluded.] 



123 



113th Congress 
2d Session 


S. Report 
113-134 


REPORT 


of the 


U.S. SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

REVIEW 

of the 

TERRORIST ATTACKS ON U.S. FACILITIES IN 
BENGHAZI, LIBYA, SEPTEMBER 11-12, 2012 

together with 

ADDITIONAL VIEWS 


January 15, 2014. — Ordered to be printed 


U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 
WASHINGTON : 2014 




124 


additional security measures were implemented in a timely manner by the CIA at 
the Annex, yet not at the Temporary Mission Facility. 

The Department of State has missed opportunities to draw lessons from past 
events that could improve security programs and enhance security for the entire 
foreign affairs community, according to the September 2013 “Special Review of 
the Accountability Review Board Process,” by the State Department’s Inspector 
General.'"* 


I FINDING #12: The eo-locatios of iC and diplomatic personnel in Benghazi | 
I could have enhanced security; but co-location often presents tradeoffs that | 
j should be carefully evaluated in high-threat environments. ] 


Keeping intelligence facilities separate from State Department compounds 
can provide important operational advantages. According to the Chief of Base: 
“We had the luxury that the Mission didn’t have of keeping o ui 
low-profile and making our movements — we used very good 
protocol movements, and our vehicular moves were very much low-profile. So we 
had a security advantage, I guess you could say, over our State colleagues.” A 
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Sunday Shows - Ambassador Rice 
September 16, 2012 


ABC- This Week 2 
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NBC- Meet the Press; Susan Rice, U.S. Ambassador to the UN 1 1 
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ABC- This Week 


[*] (BEGIN VIDEO CLIP) 

TAPPER (voice-over): Good morning. Welcome to "This Week." 

Crisis overseas. An ambassador and three other Americans murdered. 

CLINTON: How could this happen? 

TAPPER: American embassies throughout the region under fire. 

OBAMA: The world must stand together to unequivocally reject these brutal acts. 

CLINTON: The people did not trade the tyranny of a dictator for the tyranny of a 
mob. 

TAPPER: And anti-America protests spreading around the world. What's behind 
the attacks? Could more be on the way? Did the Obama administration do enough 
to prevent the violence? And with fewer than two months until Election Day, how 
will the crisis overseas impact the presidential election here at home? 

ROMNEY: An apology for America's values is never the right course, 

TAPPER: We'll get the very latest on the threat abroad and to the homeland from 
the U.S. ambassador to the United Nations, Susan Rice and from Christiane 
Amanpour, Martha Raddatz, and Brian Ross. 

Plus, full debate and analysis of the political fallout on our powerhouse roundtable, 
with George Will, Jonathan Karl, General Wesley Clark, Gwen Ifill of PBS, and 
Liz Cheney from Fox News. 

ANNOUNCER: From ABC News, "This Week" with George Stephanopoulos. It's 
your voice, your vote. Reporting from the Newseum in Washington, Jake Tapper. 

(END VIDEO CLIP) 

TAPPER: Hello again. George Stephanopoulos has the morning off 

We are now in the homestretch, just 51 days until the election, and our powerhouse 
roundtable is standing by to get to all the week's politics. But first, the crisis that 
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has the potential to shake up the presidential race, the murder of four Americans, 
including the U.S. ambassador, in Benghazi, Libya, on Tuesday, and the wave of 
anti- American protests and violence now sweeping the globe. 

For more on what happened and why, let's bring in the U.S. ambassador to the 
United Nations, Dr. Susan Rice. Dr. Rice, thank you for joining us. 

RICE: Good to be with you, Jake. 

TAPPER: So, first of all, what is the latest you can tell us on who these attackers 
were at the embassy or at the consulate in Benghazi? We're hearing that the 
Libyans have arrested people. They're saying that some people involved were from 
outside the country, that there might have even been A1 Qaida ties. What's the 
latest information? RICE: Well, Jake, first of all, it's important to know that there's 
an FBI investigation that has begun and will take some time to be completed. That 
will tell us with certainty what transpired. 

But our current best assessment, based on the information that we have at present, 
is that, in fact, what this began as, it was a spontaneous — not a premeditated - 
response to what had transpired in Cairo. In Cairo, as you know, a few hours 
earlier, there was a violent protest that was undertaken in reaction to this very 
offensive video that was disseminated. 

We believe that folks in Benghazi, a small number of people came to the embassy 
to - or to the consulate, rather, to replicate the sort of challenge that was posed in 
Cairo. And then as that unfolded, it seems to have been hijacked, let us say, by 
some individual clusters of extremists who came with heavier weapons, weapons 
that as you know in - in the wake of the revolution in Libya are — are quite 
common and accessible. And it then evolved from there. 

We'll wait to see exactly what the investigation finally confirms, but that's the best 
information we have at present. 

TAPPER: Why was there such a security breakdown? Why was there not better 
security at the compound in Benghazi? Why were there not U.S. Marines at the 
embassy in Tripoli? 

RICE: Well, first of all, we had a substantial security presence with our 
personnel... 

TAPPER: Not substantial enough, though, right? 
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RICE: ... with our personnel and the consulate in Benghazi. Tragically, two of the 
four Americans who were killed were there providing security. That was their 
function. And indeed, there were many other colleagues who were doing the same 
with them. 

It obviously didn't prove sufficient to the - the nature of the attack and sufficient in 
that - in that moment. And that's why, obviously, we have reinforced our 
remaining presence in Tripoli and why the president has very — been very clear 
that in Libya and throughout the region we are going to call on the governments, 
first of all, to assume their responsibilities to protect our facilities and our 
personnel, and we're reinforcing our facilities and our — our embassies where 
possible... 

TAPPER: But why... 

RICE: ... and where needed. 

TAPPER: Why would we not have Marines at the embassy in Tripoli to begin 
with? It would seem like this — this is obviously an unstable country. This is a 
region where U.S. interests have been attacked in previous months. Why were 
there not Marines there to begin with? 

RICE: First of all, there are Marines in some places around the world. There are 
not Marines in every facility. That depends on the circumstances. That depends on 
the requirements. Our presence in Tripoli, as in Benghazi, is relatively new, as you 
will recall. We've been back post-revolution only for a matter of months. 

But I've visited there myself, both to Tripoli and Benghazi. I was very grateful to 
have a strong security presence with me as part of our — our embassy detachment 
there. So we certainly are aware that Libya is a place where there have been 
increasingly some violent incidents. The security personnel that the State 
Department thought were required were in place. And we'll see when the 
investigation unfolds whether what was — what transpired in Benghazi might have 
unfolded differently in different circumstances. 

But the president has been very clear. The protection of American personnel and 
facilities is and will remain our top priority. That's why we've reinforced our 
presence in Tripoli and elsewhere. 

TAPPER: Look at this map, if you would. There have been protests around the 
world over the last several days. And President Obama pledged to repair America's 
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relationships with the Muslim world. Why does the U.S. seem so impotent? And 
why is the U.S. even less popular today in some of these Muslim and Arab 
countries than it was four years ago? 

RICE: Jake, we're not impotent. We're not even less popular, to challenge that 
assessment. I don't know on what basis you make that judgment. But let me - let 
me point... 

TAPPER: It just seems that the U.S. government is powerless as this - as this 
maelstrom erupts. 

RICE: It's actually the opposite. First of all, let's be clear about what transpired 
here. What happened this week in Cairo, in Benghazi, in many other parts of the 
region... 

TAPPER: Tunisia, Khartoum... 

RICE: ... was a result — a direct result of a heinous and offensive video that was 
widely disseminated, that the U.S. government had nothing to do with, which we 
have made clear is reprehensible and disgusting. We have also been very clear in 
saying that there is no excuse for violence, there is — that we have condemned it in 
the strongest possible terms. 

But let's look at what's happened. It's quite the opposite of being impotent. We 
have worked with the governments in Egypt. President Obama picked up the phone 
and talked to President Morsi in Egypt. And as soon as he did that, the security 
provided to our personnel in our embassies dramatically increased. President 
Morsi... 

TAPPER: It took two days for President Morsi to say anything about this. 

RICE: President Morsi has been out repeatedly and said that he condemns this 
violence. He's called off - and his people have called off any further 
demonstrations and have made very clear that this has to stop. 

TAPPER: Well, you bring up... 

RICE: Now, and — and same, frankly, in Tunisia, in Yemen, and, of course, in 
Libya, where the government has -- has gone out of its way to try to step up 
security and express deepest remorse for what has happened. We are quite popular 
in Libya, as you might expect, having been a major parmer in their revolution. 
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What transpired outside of our consulate in Benghazi was not an expression of 
deep-seated anti-Americanism on the part of the Libyan people. Quite the contrary. 
The counter-demonstrations, the outpouring of sympathy and support for 
Ambassador Stevens and for the United States, the government of Libya and — and 
the people on the street saying how pained they are by this, is much more a 
reflection of the sentiment towards the United States than a small handful of 
heavily armed mobsters. 

TAPPER: That certainly, according to polling, is the case in Libya. Not the case in 
Egypt. And since you brought up President Morsi, let me try to get some 
clarification on something. President Obama was asked about the relationship with 
Egypt on Wednesday, and this is what he said. 

(BEGIN VIDEO CLIP) 

OBAMA; I don't think that we would consider them an ally, but we don't consider 
them an enemy. They are a new government that is trying to find its way. 

(END VIDEO CLIP) 

TAPPER: The United States has sent billions of dollars of U.S. taxpayer money to 
Egypt over the last few decades. And by definition, as you know, according to the 
State Department, Egypt is a major non- NATO ally of the United States. Why 
would President Obama say Egypt is not an ally? 

RICE: Well, first of all, the president has been very clear and — and everybody 
understands that Egypt is a very critical partner of the United States, has long been 
so. That relationship remains the same, and the president wasn't signaling any 
change in - in the nature... 

TAPPER: Was he trying to nudge Morsi? 

RICE: The president wasn't signaling any change in the nature of our relationship. 
Obviously, the president had a conversation with President Morsi and a very 
productive one, in which he underscored that it's, of course, the responsibility of 
the Egyptian government as host to protect diplomatic personnel and facilities, 
including our own, and we saw that President Morsi, immediately after that, took 
dramatic steps to improve the security of our facilities in Cairo and elsewhere, and 
then went out and repeatedly made a number of very important and powerful 
statements condemning the violence and conveying the message that, however 
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hateful such a video may be, there is absolutely no justification for violence against 
the United States or other Western partners. 

So what we've seen is that the president has been incredibly calm, incredibly 
steady, and incredibly measured in his approach to this set of developments. And 
his interventions, his leadership has ensured that in Egypt, in Yemen, in Tunisia, in 
Libya, and many other parts of the world, that leaders have come out and made 
very plain that there's no excuse for this violence. We heard Prime Minister 
Erdogan of Turkey say the same, we heard the Grand Mufti in Saudi Arabia say 
the same' that there's no excuse for violence, that violence is to be condemned, and 
that governments have a responsibility to protect United States personnel and 
facilities and those of all foreign diplomats. 

TAPPER: 1 know you have to go, but very quickly, was the president in that 
interview trying to nudge President Morsi, "Get your act together"? 

RICE: No. I think that the president communicated directly with - with President 
Morsi and had the opportunity to - to underscore our expectation that Egypt will 
do what it can to protect our facilities. So that - that was conveyed very directly, 
and the results were immediate and quite satisfactory. 

TAPPER: Dr. Rice, thank you so much for coming here today and answering our 
questions. 

RICE: Good to be with you. 
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CBS- Face the Nation 


SCHIEFFER: And joining us now, Susan Rice, the U.N. ambassador — our U.N. 
ambassador. 

Madam Ambassador, he says that this is something that has been in the planning 
stages for month. I understand you had been saying that you think it was 
spontaneous? Are we not on the same page here? 

RICE; Well, Bob, let me tell you what we understand to be the assessment at 
present. First of all, very importantly, as you discussed with the president, there is 
an investigation that the United States government will launch, led by the FBI that 
has begun. 

SCHIEFFER: But they are not there yet. 

RICE: They are not on the ground yet but they have already begun looking at all 
sorts of evidence of various sorts already available to them and to us. And they will 
get on the ground and continue the investigation. 

So we'll want to see the results of that investigation to draw any definitive 
conclusions. But based on the best information we have to date, what our 
assessment is as of the present is in fact what - it began spontaneously in Benghazi 
as a reaction to what had transpired some hours earlier in Cairo, where, of course, 
as you know, there was a violent protest outside of our embassy sparked by this 
hateful video. 

But soon after that spontaneous protest began outside of our consulate in Benghazi, 
we believe that it looks like extremist elements, individuals, joined in that effort 
with heavy weapons of the sort that are, unfortunately, readily now available in 
Libya post- revolution. And that it spun from there into something much, much 
more violent. 

SCHIEFFER; But you do not agree with him that this was something that had been 
plotted out several months ago? 

RICE; We do not — we do not have information at present that leads us to conclude 
that this was premeditated or preplaimed. 
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SCHIEFFER: Do you agree or disagree with him that al Qaeda had some part in 
this? 

RICE: Well, we'll have to find out that out. I mean, I think it's clear that there were 
extremist elements that joined in and escalated the violence. Whether they were al 
Qaeda affiliates, whether they were Libyan-based extremists or al Qaeda itself I 
think is one of the things we'll have to determine. 

SCHIEFFER; There seem to be demonstrations in more than 20 cities as far as we 
know yesterday. Is there any sense that this is leveling off? 

RICE: Well, on Friday, of course, I think thaf s what you're referring to, there were 
a number of places around the world in which there were protests, many of them 
peaceful, some of them turned violent. 

And our emphasis has been, and the president has been very, very clear about this, 
priority number one is protection of American personnel and facilities. And we 
have been working now very constructively with host governments around the 
world to provide the kind of protection we need and to condemn the violence. 

What happens going forward, I think, it would be unwise for any of us to predict 
with certainty. Clearly the last couple of days have seen a reduction in protests and 
a reduction in violence. I don't want to predict though what the next days will 
yield. 

SCHIEFFER: The Romney campaign continues to criticize the administration. 

Paul Ryan was on the campaign trail yesterday saying that the Obama 
administration has diminished America's presence overseas and our image, a direct 
quote: "If we project weakness, they come. If we are strong, our adversaries will 
not test us and our allies will respond to us." What's your response to that? 

RICE: Ifs two-fold. First of all. Bob, I thinlc the American people expect in times 
of challenge overseas for our leaders to be unified and to come together and to be 
steadfast and steady and calm and responsible. And that certainly is what President 
Obama has been. 

With respect to what I think is a very empty and baseless charge of weakness, let's 
be plain, I mean, the American people know the record very well. President Obama 
said when he was running for president that he would refocus our efforts and 
attentions on al Qaeda. We've decimated al Qaeda. Osama bin Laden is gone. 
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He also said we would end the war in Iraq responsibly. We've done that. He has 
protected civilians in Libyans and Gadhafi is gone. 

I serve up at the United Nations, and I see every day the difference in how 
countries around the world view the United States. They view us as a partner. They 
view us as somebody they want to work with. They view President Obama as 
somebody they trust. Our standing in the world is much stronger. So this charge of 
weakness is really quite baseless. 

SCHIEFFER: Do you think Mitt Romney spoke inappropriately when he criticized 
and issued a statement so early in this turmoil? 

RICE: Bob, I think you know, in my role, I'm not going to jump into politics and 
make those judgments. That's for the American people to decide. 

SCHIEFFER: Madam Ambassador, thank you for being with us. 

RICE: Thank you very much. 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 



136 



- II - 

NBC- Meet the Press: Susan Rice, U.S. Ambassador to the UN 


GREGORY: And good morning. Relative calm this morning in the Middle East after several 
days of intense anti- American protests raged across many parts of the Islamic world. But word 
this morning that the Obama administration has the ordered evacuation of all but emergency 
personnel from diplomatic missions in Tunisia and Sudan and Defense Secretary Leon Panetta 
saying this morning the Pentagon has deployed forces to several areas in an increased effort to 
protect U.S. personnel and property from the potential of violent protests - the latest 
consequences of course of this troubling unrest. 

Joining me now for the very latest, the U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations, Susan Rice. 
Ambassador Rice, welcome back to MEET THE PRESS. 

SUSAN RICE, U.S. AMBASSADOR TO THE UNITED NATIONS: Thank you. It’s good to be 
here. 

GREGORY; The images, as you well know are jarring to Americans watching all of this play out 
this week and we'll share the map of all of this turmoil with our viewers to show the scale of it 
across not just the Arab world but the entire Islamic world and flashpoints as well. 

In Egypt, of course, the protests outside the U.S. embassy there, that Egyptian officials were 
slow to put down. 

This weekend in Pakistan, protests as well there more anti- American rage. Also protests against 
the drone strike. 

In Yemen, you also had airests and some deaths outside of our U.S. Embassy there. 

How much longer can Americans expect to see these troubling images and these protests go 
forward? 

RICE: Well, David, we can't predict with any certainty. But let's remember what has transpired 
over the last several days. This is a response to a hateful and offensive video that was widely 
disseminated throughout the Arab and Muslim world. 

Obviously, our view is that there is absolutely no excuse for violence and that what has happened 
is condemnable. But this is a spontaneous reaction to a video, and it's not dissimilar but perhaps 
on a slightly larger scale than what we have seen in the past with "the Satanic verses" and with 
the cartoons of the Prophet Muhammad. 

Now the United States has made very clear and the President has been very plain that our top 
priority is the protection of American personnel in our facilities and bringing to justice those who 
attacked our facilities. 

(CROSSTALK) 
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GREGORY: All right, well let's talk about -- you talked about this as spontaneous. Can you say 
definitively that the attacks on our consulate in Libya that killed Ambassador Stevens and others 
there security personnel that. was spontaneous? Was it a planned attack? Was there a terrorist 
element to It? 

RICE: Well let us - let me tell you the best information we have at present. First of all, there's an 
FBI investigation which is ongoing and we look to that investigation to give us the definitive 
word as to what transpired. But putting together the best information that we have available to us 
today, our current assessment is that what happened in Benghazi was, in fact, initially a 
spontaneous reaction to what had just transpired hours before in Cairo; almost a copycat of - of 
the demonstrations against our facility in Cairo, which were prompted, of course, by the video. 

What we think then transpired in Benghazi is that opportunistic extremist elements came to the 
consulate as this was unfolding. They came with heavy weapons, which unfortunately, are 
readily available in post-revolutionary Libya. And it escalated into a much more violent episode. 

Obviously, that's - that's our best judgment now. We'll await the results of the investigation and 
the President has been very clear. We'll work with the Libyan authorities to bring those 
responsible to justice. 

GREGORY: Was there a failure here that this administration is responsible for, whether it's an 
intelligence failure, a failure to see this coming, or a failure to adequately protect U.S. embassies 
and installations from a spontaneous kind of reaction like this? 

RICE: David, I don't think so. First of all, we had no actionable intelligence to suggest that any 
attack on our facility in Benghazi was imminent. In Cairo, we did have indications that there was 
the risk that the video might spark some - some protests and our embassy in fact, acted 
accordingly and had called upon the Egyptian authorities to reinforce our facility. 

What we have seen with respect to the security response, obviously, we had security personnel in 
Benghazi, a significant number and tragically among those four that were killed were two of our 
security personnel. But what happened, obviously, overwhelmed the security we had in place, 
which is why the President ordered additional reinforcements to Tripoli and why elsewhere in 
the world we have been working with governments to ensure they take up their obligations to 
protect us and we reinforce where necessary. 

GREGORY: The President and Secretary of State have talked about a mob mentality. That's my 
words, not their words, but they've talked about the tyranny of mobs operating in this part of the 
world. 

Here is the reality. If you look at foreign aid, U.S. direct foreign aid to the two countries involved 
here, in Libya and Egypt, this is what you'd see; $200 million since 201 1 to Libya, over $1 
billion a year to Egypt. 

And yet Americans are seeing these kinds of protests and attack on our own diplomats. What do 
you say to members of Congress who are now weighing whether to suspend our aid to these 
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countries if this is the response that America gets? RICE: Well, first of ail, David, let's put this in 
perspective. As I said, this is a response to a very offensive video. It's not the first time that 
American facilities have come under attack in the Middle East, going back to 1982 in Beirut, 
going back to the Cold War towers in Saudi Arabia or even the attack on our embassy in 2008 in 
Yemen. 

(CROSSTALK) 

GREGORY; Or Iran in 1979. 

RICE: This has -- this has happened in the past. But there are - and so I don't think that - that 
we should misunderstand what this is. The reason we provide aid in Egypt and in Libya is 
because it serves American interests. Because -- 

(CROSSTALK) 

GREGORY: But our Americans are not being sewed if this is the response. 

RICE: It serves our interests to have Egypt willing and able to — to maintain its peace treaty with 
Israel, it serves our interest for Egypt to continue to be a strong partner. Now, let's be clear, the 
government -- once President Obama called President Morsi, immediately in Egypt, the security 
forces came out and have provided very significant protection. 

Same in Tunisia, same in Libya, same in Yemen and all of these leaders have very forcefully 
conveyed their condemnation of what has transpired. 

(CROSSTALK) 

GREGORY: But there were conflicting messages from the Morsi government. In Arabic, they 
encourage protest; in English they said stop the protest. This from an ally that we give over a 
billion dollars? 

RICE: What has happened in fact, is that the Egyptian government has come out and protected 
our facilities. Our embassy is open today. Things are calm. And Morsi has repeatedly been clear 
in his condemnation of what has occurred. We - we are in these partnerships, David, over the 
long-term. We think that despite this very bumpy path we're on and the very disturbing images 
we've seen, it’s in the United States fundamental interest that people have the ability to choose 
their own governments, that these governments be democratic and free. 

That's in our long-term best interest. We need to reinforce that with our assistance. 

(CROSSTALK) 

GREGORY; You that this is — we are in the middle of a heated presidential campaign. There are 
different foreign policy visions. That's why we wanted to dedicate the hour to this today to really 
understand these different views. 
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Mitt Romney spoke out this week. He criticized the administration, talked about whether the 
United States was apologizing for some of the initial response to this. These were his comments 
this week. 

(BEGIN VIDEO CLIP) 

ROMNEY: The administration was wrong to stand by a statement sympathizing with those who 
had breached our embassy in Egypt instead of condemning their actions. I think it's a — a — a 
terrible course to - for America to -- to stand in apology for our values. 

(END VIDEO CLIP) 

GREGORY: Our embassies did not stand up for free speech in this initial response to this 
violence. And the Republican charge is that it's weakness on the part of this administration that 
invites this kind of chaos that the administration has not been tough enough on radical extremists 
that are beginning to take root in these countries. How do you respond to that? 

RICE: First of all, I think the American people and certainly our diplomats and development 
experts who are putting their lives on the line around the world everyday expect from our 
leadership unity in times of challenge. And strong, steady, steadfast leadership of the sort that 
President Obama has been providing. 

With respect to this, I think, vacuous charge of weakness, let's - let's recall. I think the American 
people fully understand that this is an administration led by a president who said when he ran for 
office that he would take the fight to al Qaeda. We have decimated al Qaeda. Osama bin Laden is 
dead. He said we would end the war responsibly in Iraq. We’ve done that. He has restored 
relationships around the world. 

I spend every day up at the United Nations where I have to interact with 1 92 other countries. I 
know how well the United States is viewed. I know that our standing is much improved. And it's 
translated into important support for strong American positions, for example — 

(CROSSTALK) 

GREGORY: Was it inappropriate for Governor Romney to level the criticism he leveled? 

RICE: I'm not going to get into politics, David. That's not my role in this job. But I think the 
American people welcome and appreciate strong, steady, unified leadership, bipartisan, in times 
of challenge. And for those men and women in our diplomatic service, including those we 
tragically lost, they look to our leadership to be unified and responsible. 

GREGORY: Let's talk about another area where the administration is on the defensive in terms 
of leadership in the world and that is the nuclear threat from Iran, another area of tension 
between the United States and Israel. In just a couple of minutes, we will show our interview 
with the Prime Minister of Israel, Benjamin Netanyahu. And our viewer will see that. 
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One aspect is how close Iran is getting to becoming a nuclear power. I asked him about that, 1 
want to show you a piece of the interview and get your reaction to it. 

(BEGIN VIDEO CLIP) 

NETANYAHU: I can tell you, David, that Iran has been placed with some clear red lines on a 
few matters and they've avoided crossing them. So I think that as they get closer and closer and 
closer to the achievement of weapons-grade material, and they are very close, they are six 
months away from being about 90 percent of having the enriched uranium for an atom bomb, I 
think that you have to place that red line before them now, before it's -- it's too late. 

GREGORY; As the Prime Minister of Israel, has Iran crossed your red line? 

NETANYAHU: Well, the way I would say it, David, is they are in the red zone. You know, they 
are in the last 20 yards. And you can't let them cross tliat goal line. You can’t let them score a 
touchdown, because that would have unbelievable consequences, grievous consequences, for the 
peace and security of us all — of the world really. 

(END VIDEO CLIP) 

GREGORY: What is President Obama's line in the sand, the point at which he says to Iran don't 
cross this with your nuclear program or there's going to be a military consequence? 

RICE: David, the President has been very, very clear. Our bottom line, if you want to call it a red 
line, the President's bottom line has been that Iran will not acquire a nuclear weapon. And we 
will take no option off the table to ensure that it does not acquire a nuclear weapon, including the 
military option. 

(CROSSTALK) 

GREGORY: The Prime Minister says they are acquiring it. 

(CROSSTALK) 

RICE: But — he is talking about a red zone in which in this concept — 

(CROSSTALK) 

GREGORY: No, no but he's talking about how close they are to actually becoming a nuclear 
power. Having the development capacity to become a nuclear power. 

RICE: They are not there yet. They are not there yet and our assessment is and we share this 
regularly with our Israeli counterparts in the intelligence and defense community, that there is 
time and space for the pressure we are mounting, which is unprecedented in terms of sanctions, 
to still yield results. This is not imminent. The window is not infinite. 
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But let's be clear. The sanctions that are now in place reached their high point in July. The 
Iranian economy is suffering. It's shrinking for the first time. Negative one percent growth. The 
amount of production of Iranian oil has dropped 40 percent over the last several months. Their 
currency has plummeted 40 percent over the last several months. This pressure is even to use the 
Iranian's own words "crippling". 

(CROSSTALK) 

GREGORY: But can you say that President Obama's strategy to keep Iran from acquiring a 
nuclear weapon almost at the end of his first term is succeeding or failing? 

RICE: David, what is clear is Iran does not have a nuclear weapon. And that Iran is more isolated 
than ever internationally. The economic pressure it is facing is much greater than ever. When 
President Obama came to office, the international community was divided about Iran. And Iran 
was internally very united. The exact opposite is the case today. 

The international community is united. We just had another strong resolution out of the IAEA 
board of governors. And the internal dynamics in Iran are fracturing and the leadership is 
dividing. 

We are committed, and President Obama is committed, to preventing Iran from acquiring a 
nuclear weapon. It is not a policy of containment. 

But, David, the most difficult and profound decision that any president has to make is the 
decision to go to war. And this President is committed to exhausting pressure, economic 
pressure, and diplomacy, while there is still time, before making a decision of such consequence. 

GREGORY: Ambassador Rice, the debate continues. Thank you very much for your views this 
morning. 

RICE: Thank you. 
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FOX News- Sunday 

WALLACE: And hello again from FOX News in Washington. 

We'll talk with Ambassador Rice and Chairman Rogers in a moment. But, first, 
here is the latest on the situation overseas: 

Protesters have attacked U.S. targets in more than 20 nations. Citing concerns over 
security, the State Department ordered all nonessential U.S. government personnel 
to leave Sudan and Tunisia. And in Benghazi, Libya, there are reports of more 
arrests in the attack that killed four Americans, including Ambassador Chris 
Stevens. 

For more on the continuing unrest, let's bring in correspondent Leland Vittert, who 
is in Cairo, Egypt - Leland. 

(BEGfN VIDEOTAPE) 

LELAND VITTERT, FOX NEWS CORRESPONDENT: In cities across the 
Middle East, there is now a tense calm that has taken over here in Cairo. Hundreds 
if not thousands of riot police ready on standby in case violence breaks out, once 
again. For four days, it was a pitched fight between protesters on the street 
throwing Molotov cocktails and hurling rocks and then police firing back with 
rubber bullets and tear gas. 

The protesters carrying posters of Osama bin Laden and chanting, "Obama, 

Obama, we are all Osama." 

In Tunis, Tunisia, U.S. citizens have been advised to evacuate the country and/or 
not travel to Tunisia after violence swept there that killed four people when 
protesters stormed the U.S. embassy. 

The government of Sudan, we're hearing, has denied entry to a Marine Special 
Operations team that was deemed sent to secure the U.S. embassy after a local 
sheikh called for mass protests in that country which resulted in thousands 
stonning the embassy and security forces opening fire to try and push back the 
protesters. 

A1 Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula has issued a communique urging more attacks. 
And here in Cairo, local media reports, there was a credible threat against the U.S. 
embassy here. Security is at an unprecedented level, with 15-foot tall concrete 
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barriers erected on every one of the entrance way s down to the U.S, embassy 
compound. We took a walk around earlier and outside the barricades, the protesters 
made their message clear, spray-painted in English "USA go to hell." 

Chris, back to you. 

(END VIDEOTAPE) 

WALLACE: Leland Vittert reporting from Cairo ~ Leland, thanks for that. 

Joining us now our ambassador to the United Nations, Susan Rice. 

Ambassador, welcome back to FOX NEWS SUNDAY. 

RICE; Thank you. 

WALLACE: This week, there have been anti-American protests in two dozen 
countries across the Islamic world. The White House says it has nothing to do with 
the president’s policies. 

Let's watch. 

(BEGIN VIDEO CLIP) 

JAY CARNEY, WHITE HOUSE PRESS SECRETARY: This is not a case of 
protests directed at the United States writ large or at U.S. policy. This is in 
response to a video that is offensive. 

(END VIDEO CLIP) 

WALLACE: You don't really believe that? 

RICE; Chris, absolutely I believe that. In fact, it is the case. We had the evolution 
of the Arab spring over the last many months. But what sparked the recent violence 
was the airing on the Internet of a very hateful very offensive video that has 
offended many people around the world. 

Now, our strong view is that there is no excuse for violence. It is absolutely 
reprehensible and never justified. But, in fact, there have been those in various 
parts of the world who have reacted with violence. Their governments have 
increasingly and effectively responded and protected our facilities and condemned 
the violence and this outrageous response to what is an offensive video. But there 
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is no question that what we have seen in the past, with things like satanic verses, 
with the cartoon of the Prophet Muhainmad, there have been - such things that 
have sparked outrage and anger and this has been the proximate cause of what 
we've seen. 

WALLACE: Now, it may have sparked it but you critics say that the outpouring of 
outrage against the U.S. has everything to do with the U.S. policies, that we are 
disengaging from that part of the world, that we pulled out of Iraq, we are pulling 
out of Afghanistan, that Iran is continuing on with its nuclear program. And they 
say, our critics, that our allies no longer trust us, and our enemies no longer fear us. 

RICE: Well, Chris, that's just false. And let's be plain - our partners and allies 
have responded effectively and promptly when we have asked them to protect our 
facilities and our people. 

WALLACE: Well, let's - it took three days in Cairo. 

RICE: Well - and what happened Initially in Cairo was not sufficiently robust 
when President Obama picked up the phone and spoke to the President Morsi, right 
away things changed. And that's an evidence of our influence and our impact. 

And what happened was that the authorities in Egypt have been very robust in 
protecting our facilities, not just in Cairo, but elsewhere in the country. President 
Morsi has issued repeated condemnations of the violent response and called for 
calm. And we have seen the same thing in Yemen, in Libya, in Tunisia and many 
other parts of the world. 

WALLACE: Why are we asking all nongovernmental personnel to leave Sudan 
and Tunisia? 

RICE: Well, first of all, we're not asking all non-governmental personnel. 
WALLACE: All non-essential governmental personnel. 

RICE: What we have done on a selective basis, where we assess that the security 
conditions necessitate is to temporarily have family members and non-essential 
personnel depart the country. That's something we do all over the world when 
security circumstances warrant. It's short-term, it's temporary and it's prudent. 

And we do it, Chris, because we obviously prioritize. The president has been very 
clear his number one priority is the protection of American personnel and facilities. 
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WALLACE: So do you think we're turning the comer here? 

RICE: Well, Chris, I think, first of all, we have seen in the past outrage and 
unfortunately violent outrage which is condemriable and never justified. It may, 
indeed, occur in other circumstances. There is no predicting exactly what the 
trajectory of this is. Obviously, the last couple of days have been some what better. 
But we are vigilant and we are of the view that is not an expression of hospitality 
in the broadest sense towards the United States or U.S. policy. It's approximately a 
reaction to this video and it's a hateful video that had nothing to do with the United 
States and which we find disgusting and reprehensible. 

WALLACE: You talk about our influence and impact in the region. Our closest 
ally in the region, Israel, clearly doesn't feel that we are supporting them when it 
comes to confronting Iran. In fact, this past week, Prime Minister Netanyahu 
blasted the U.S. for its failure to set the same red lines as he has in terms of 
stopping Iran's nuclear program. 

Let's watch what the prime minister said. 

(BEGIN VIDEO CLIP) 

BENJAMIN NETANYAHU, ISRAELI PRIME MINISTER: The world tells 
Israel, wait, there is still time. And I say, wait for what? Wait until when? 

Those in the international community who refuse to put red lines before Iran don't 
have a moral right to place a red line in Jerusalem. 

(END VIDEO CLIP) 

WALLACE: And when Netanyahu requested a meeting the president, said he was 
too busy to meet with him. 

RICE: Let me address — 

WALLACE: Let me ask a question, if I may. 

RICE: I thought you had. I'm sorry. 

WALLACE: Well, no, I haven't. They'll be a question mark at the end. 

Is that how we treat our best friend in the region? 
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RICE: Well, let me answer that question in three parts. First of all, the overall 
relationship with Israel. As Prime Minister Netanyahu and Defense Minister Barak 
have repeatedly said, the intelligence and security relationship between the United 
States and Israel at present is unprecedented. It has never been stronger. That's — 
those are their words. 

So, that's the overall nature of our relationship, very strong — stronger than ever. 

Secondly, with respect to Iran. The United States, President Obama has been 
absolutely crystal clear that the United States will not allow Iran to acquire a 
nuclear weapon and we will do what it takes to prevent that from happening. All 
options remain on the table. The president has been very clear about that and that 
includes the military option. This is not a policy of containment, Chris. As the 
president has repeatedly said, it's a policy to prevent Iran from acquiring a nuclear 
weapon. That is the bottom line or as the prime minister prefers to call it, a red 
line. That's the bottom line. 

Now, we have also said and I think we are in constant communication with Israeli 
security and intelligence and policy officials that we still think that there is team 
through economic pressure which is unprecedented as well. Iran's economy is now 
shrinking by 1 percent a year. Its oil production is down 40 percent. Its currency 
has plummeted 40 percent just in the last several months as sanctions have gone 
into fullest effect. 

We think there is still time and space for that pressure to yield a result. The bottom 
line, Chris, is the only way to pennanently end Iran's nuclear program is if it 
decides to give that program up. 

RICE: Now, the most solemn decision that a president can ever take is a decision 
to go to war. And President Obama's view is we will do what it takes it. But before 
we resort to the use of force, let us be sure we have exhausted other means 
including sanctions, pressure and diplomacy to ensure that Iran fully and finally 
gives up its nuclear weapons. 

WALLACE: Let's talk in the time we have left about the — 

RICE: You asked about the visit — 

WALLACE: We have limited time. I'm happy - if you want to go along, I'm 
happy to as well. 
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RICE: I don't want to leave that hanging. That was the third point I wanted to 
address. 

As you know, the president is coming up to the General Assembly in New York at 
the United Nations. He'll be there in the beginning of the week, Monday and 
Tuesday. Prime Minister Netanyahu is coming toward the end of the week. Their 
schedules don't match. There is no opportunity for them to meet in the U.S. 

WALLACE: The prime minister would be willing I'm sure to go. And in fact there 
are suggestions from the Israelis to go to Washington. 

RICE; Well, the prime minister hasn't asked for a meeting in Washington, Chris. 
(CROSSTALK) 

WALLACE: If you watched what he just said, he said that countries that don't set 
red lines don't have the moral authority to put red lines on Israel. That doesn't 
sound like a happy ally. Ambassador. 

RICE: Well, first of all, we are close partners and friends and always will be. That 
is an enduring aspect of the U.S.-Israeli relationship. 

WALLACE: Why did the president call Prime Minister Netanyahu in the middle 
of the night and talk for an hour? 

RICE: Precisely because they are friends, and when friends need to say something 
to each other, they pick up the phone and talk and they talked for an hour. It was a 
good conversation and it's in the nature of our relationship that these two partners 
speak to one another regularly. 

We have no daylight between us on the issue of preventing Iran from acquiring a 
nuclear weapon. That Is our clear bottom line and the president could not be any 
plainer about it. 

WALLACE: Let's talk about the attack on the U.S. consulate in Benghazi this 
week that killed four Americans, including Ambassador Chris Stevens. 

The top Libyan official says that the attack on Tuesday was, quote, his words 
"preplanned". A1 Qaeda says the operation was revenge for our killing a top al 
Qaeda leader. 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


148 


IM I lUIN rUKSUMIN 


lUMUU. INU t-UIA VVAIVtK. 


-23 - 


What do we know? 

RICE: Well, first of all, Chris, we are obviously investigating this very closely. 

The FBI has a lead in this investigation. The information, the best information and 
the best assessment we have today is that in fact this was not a preplanned, 
premeditated attack. That what happened initially was that it was a spontaneous 
reaction to what had just transpired in Cairo as a consequence of the video. People 
gathered outside the embassy and then it grew very violent and those with 
extremist ties joined the fray and came with heavy weapons, which unfortunately 
are quite common in post-revolutionary Libya and that then spun out of control. 

But we don't see at this point signs this was a coordinated plan, premeditated 
attack. Obviously, we will wait for the results of the investigation and we don't 
want to jump to conclusions before then. But I do think it's important for the 
American people to know our best current assessment. 

WALLACE: All right. And the last question, terror cells in Benghazi had carried 
out five attacks since April, including one at the same consulate, a bombing at the 
same consulate in June. Should U.S. security have been tighter at that consulate 
given the history of terror activity in Benghazi? 

RICE: Well, we obviously did have a strong security presence. And, unfortunately, 
two of the four Americans who died in Benghazi were there to provide security. 
But it wasn't sufficient in the circumstances to prevent the overrun of the consulate. 
This is among the things that will be looked at as the investigation unfolds and it's 
also why — 

WALLACE: Is there any feeling that it should have been stronger beforehand? 

RICE: It's also why we increased our presence, our security presence in Tripoli in 
the aftermath of this, as well as in other parts of the world. I can't judge that, Chris. 
I'm - we have to see what the assessment reveals. 

But, obviously, there was a significant security presence defending our consulate 
and our other facility in Benghazi and that did not prove sufficient to the moment. 

WALLACE: Ambassador Rice, we thank you so much for coming in today and 
discussing the fast-moving developments in that part of the world. Thanks so 
much. 

RICE: Thank you for having me. 
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WALLACE: Up next, the head of the House Intelligence Committee, Mike 
Rogers, with the latest on who was behind that deadly attack on our diplomats. 
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CNN- State of the Union 

(COMMERCIAL BREAK) 

CROWLEY: In his second inaugural address, President Bush said the U.S. would 
seek out and promote democracy around the globe. 

(BEGIN VIDEO CLIP) 

GEORGE W. BUSH, 43RD PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES: The 
survival of liberty in our land increasingly depends on the success of liberty in 
other lands. (APPLAUSE) 

BUSH: The best hope for peace in our world is the expansion of freedom in all the 
world. 

(END VIDEO CLIP) 

CROWLEY : In Cairo, four years later. President Obama reached out the Muslim 
world with a new version of the same idea, 

(BEGIN VIDEO CLIP) 

BARACK OBAMA, PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES: I know there has 
been controversy about the promotion of democracy in recent years. And much of 
this controversy is connected to the war in Iraq, So let me be clear, no system of 
government can or should be imposed by one nation, by any other. 

That does not lessen my commitment, however, to governments that reflect the 
will of the people. 

(END VIDEO CLIP) 

CROWLEY : And then early last year uprisings on the Arab streets toppled 
longstanding autocratic regimes in Tunisia, Egypt, and Libya with the explicit yet 
sometimes delayed support of the West, 

This week in at least 23 countries around the world the people returned to the 
streets to protest, sometimes violently, sometimes not, outside U.S. embassies. 
How, why, and what turned the Arab Spring into this autumn rage against the 
West, U.S. Ambassador to the U.N. Susan Rice is next. 
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(COMMERCIAL BREAK) 

CROWLEY: Joining me is the U.S. ambassador to the United Nations, Susan Rice. 
Madam Ambassador, thank you for joining us. 

RICE: Good to be with you. Candy. 

CROWLEY: One of die things when I spoke with the Israeli prime minister that 
struck me was the conviction that he has that for certain Iran is building — on its 
way to building a nuclear weapon, and his sense of urgency that at this moment the 
U.S. needs to set what he calls a "red line" for the U.S. 

Does the U.S. share the conviction that Iran is, indeed, building a nuclear weapon? 
And, B, what about the concept of a red line? 

RICE: Well, Candy, the United States is in constant communication with Israel and 
Israeli intelligence, Israeli policy makers, the military. We're sharing our 
assessments every day. And our assessments, our intelligence assessments are very 
similar. Obviously, we share a grave concern about Iran pursuing a nuclear 
weapon. We are determined to prevent that from happening. President Obama has 
been absolutely clear, and on this there's absolutely no daylight between the United 
States and Israel that we will do what it takes to prevent Iran from acquiring a 
nuclear weapon. 

We are not at that stage yet. They do not have a nuclear weapon. Our shared 
intelligence assessments is that there is still a considerable time and space before 
they will have a nuclear weapon should they make the decision to go for that. But 
we've been very clear. The United States is not interested and is not pursuing a 
policy of containment. President Obama has been very plain. We will keep all 
option on the table, including the military option, as necessary, to prevent Iran 
from acquiring a nuclear weapon. 

But, Candy, the fact is we have just seen the imposition of another layer of the 
toughest sanctions that have ever been impose odd a countiy. In this case, Iran. 
Their economy is beginning to buckle. Their oil production is down 40 percent. 
Their currency has plummeted 40 percent in the last year. Their economy is now 
shrinking. And this is only going to intensify. 
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So we think that there's still considerable time for this pressure to work. But this is 
not an infinite window. And we've made very clear that the president's bottom line 
is Iran will not have a nuclear weapon. 

CROWLEY: Let me move you to what's gone on in the Middle East in Arab 
countries and elsewhere. There is a "New York Times" story this morning that 
suggests that the administration thinks this is a foreshadowing of a fall that will see 
sustained instability. Does the administration expect to see these sorts of protests 
outside U.S. embassies and elsewhere throughout the fail? 

RICE: Well, Candy, first of all, let's recall what has happened in the last several 
days. There was a hateful video that was disseminated on the internet. It had 
nothing to do with the United States government and it's one that we find 
disgusting and reprehensible. If s been offensive to many, many people around the 
world. 

That sparked violence in various parts of the world, including violence directed 
against western facilities including our embassies and consulates. That violence is 
absolutely unacceptable, if s not a response that one can ever condone when it 
comes to such a video. And we have been working very closely and, indeed, 
effectively with the governments in the region and around the world to secure our 
personnel, secure our embassy, condemn the violent response to this video. 

And, frankly, we've seen these sorts of incidents in the past. We've seen violent 
responses to "Satanic Verses." We've seen violent responses to the cartoons 
depicting the Prophet Mohammed in an evil way. So this is something we've seen 
in the past, and we expect that if s possible that these kinds of things could 
percolate into the future. What we're focused on is securing our persoimel, securing 
our facilities. 

CROWLEY: Do you at this moment feel that U.S. embassies abroad are secure? 

RICE: We are doing our utmost to secure our facilities and our persormel and in 
various vulnerable places. We have demanded and we are receiving the 
cooperation of host governments. Host governments have also put out very strong 
messages in Libya, in Egypt, in Yemen and Tunisia condemning violence, saying 
that ifs a completely unacceptable response to such a video. And we feel that we 
are now in a position doing the maximum that we can to protect our people. 

CROWLEY : Why would one not look at what is going on in the Middle East now 
and say that the president's outreach to Muslims, which began at the beginning of 
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his administration in Cairo and elsewhere has not worked because, yes, this video 
sparked it, but there is an underlying anti-Americanism that is very evident on the 
streets. So Why not look at it and think that this is this outreach has failed? 

RICE: For the same reason. Candy, when you look back at history and we had the 
horrible experience of our facilities and our personnel being attacked Beirut in 
1981 , we had the attack on BChobar Towers in the 1990s. We had an attack on our 
embassy in Yemen in 2008. There have been such attacks. There have been 
expressions of hostility towards the west. 

CROWLEY ; But this was sort of a reset, was it not? It was supposed to be a reset 
of U.S.-Muslim relations? 

RICE: And indeed, in fact, there had been substantial improvements. I have been 
to Libya and walked the streets of Benghazi myself. And despite what we saw in 
that horrific incident where some mob was hijacked ultimately by a handful of 
extremists, the United States is extremely popular in Libya and the outpouring of 
sympathy and support for Ambassador Stevens and his colleagues from the 
government, from people is evidence of that. 

The fact is. Candy, that this is a turbulent time. It's a time of dramatic change. It's a 
change that the United States has backed because we understand that when 
democracy takes root, when human rights and people's freedom of expression can 
be manifested, it may lead to turbulence in the short-term, but over the long-term, 
that is in the interest of the United States. 

The mobs we've seen on the outside of these embassies are small minority. They're 
the ones who have largely lost in these emerging democratic processes, and just as 
the people of these countries are not going to allow their lives to be hijacked by a 
dictator, they're not going to allow an extremist mob to hijack their future and their 
freedom,. And we're going to continue to stand with the vast majority of the 
populations in these countries. 

They want freedom. They want a better future. And understand that we're with 
them in that long-term endeavor. 

CROWLEY : All right. U.S. ambassador to the U.N., Susan Rice. I got to let you 
go here. 

RICE: Thank you. Thank you very much. 
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VIMITTEE. 



Subject: Excerpts from June 6 DPB for Toria and U/S Kennedy 

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 

SMARTCategory: Working 

Confirming for Toria and U/S Kennedy that Mark Toner did say “we’ve requested additional security” at the 
June 6 DPB in the context of the attack on our mission in Benghazi on/about June 6. 


♦♦♦ABRIDGED*** 
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Ryu, Rexon Y 


C054I5285-MOU 


From: 

Sent; 

To: 


SubjKC 


RrKxJes. Benjamin J j 

Fnday. Sep(^ber 14, 2012 6 09 PM 

Vega. Oag; NSC Deputy Press Secretary, Pfouffe. David, Pfeiffer. Dan; Carney. Jay; Paknieri. 
Jennifer. Earnest Joshua R.; Govashiri. Ferial. Ledbetter, HovW J . Sdak. Dawn. 6nx>dage. 
Daniel. Pelton, Erin. AJhassaoi, Mehdi K 
RE' PREP CALL with Susan: Saturday al 4 00 pm ET 


Goals : 


• To convey that the Untied Stales is doing everything that xvc can to protect our people and facilities 
abroad; 

• To underscore that these protests are rooted in an internet video, and not a broader failure of policy; 

• To show that we will be resolute in bringing people who harm Americans to justice, and standing 
steadfast through these protests; 

• To reinforce the President and Administration’s strength and steadiness in dealing with difficult 
challenges. 

Topiliocs : 

• Since we began to sec protests in response to (his Internet video, the President has directed the 
Administration to take a number of steps. His (op priority has been the safety and security of all 
Americans serving abroad. 

• First, we have significantly increased security at our diplomatic posts around (he globe, with additional 
resources from across the government. The safety and security of our persormel is paramount and under 
constant review. 

« Second, we have reached out to governments in the region to make sure they are cooperating closely 
with us, and meeting their obligations to protect diplomatic facilities as best they can. For instance, 
we've seen cooperation from Yemen and Egypt cooperate significantly after President Obama called 
those leaders. 

• Third, we've made our views on this video crystal clear. The United States government liad nothing to 
do with it. We reject its message and its contents. We find it disgusting and reprehensible. But there is 
absolutely no justification at all for responding to this movie with violence, ^d we are working to make 
sure that people around the globe hear that message. 

• Fourth, we’ve encouraged leaders around the globe to speak out against the violence, and you've seen 
very important statements in the Muslim world by people like Prime Minister Erdogan of Turkey, 
President Morsi of Egypt, and others wlio have condemned the violence and called for a peaceful 
response 

• I think that people have come to (rtist (hat President Obama provides leadership that is steady and 
statesmanlike. There are always going to be challenges that emerge around the world, and time and 
again he's shosvn that we can meet them. 
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Q: Arc you conceroed that our relationship with Egypt and other Muslim countries is quickly 
deteriorating? Is the Arab Spring now about hatred of America? Did President Obama lose the Arab 
World? 

i think wc need to step back a bit. The Arab Spring was about people across the region rising up to demarKi their 
/asic rights. The protests we've seen these last few days were sparked by a disgusting and repreherrsible video. 

The fact is, this is a time of extraordinary change in the Arab World. But we’ve been able to build cooperative 
relationships with these new governments. 

You saw that in Libya, where there’s been full cooperation with the United Stales and an outpouring of support 
for Chris Stevens and the work that he did. 

You saw that in Egypt, where President Obama was able to call President Morsi directly, which led to the 
Egyptians calling for calm and providing much more security at our Embassy. t 

So this part of the world has been faced with unrest many times in recent decade. But we’re going to keep 
moving forward, and we believe that strong U.S. leadership can lead to a region that is more stable and more 
responsive to (he people. 

Q: Have you failed to articulate a policy for dealing with the Arab Spring? 

You have heard the President articulate a very consistent set of principles and support for universal rights as the 
Arab Spring has unfolded. We support the process of nonviolent political and economic change and reform in 
the region. Of course, that process will look different in different countries. 

fhere are countries where that transition has occurred, like Egypt, Yemen and Tunisia, and we're working to 
.elp them consolidate their democracies, deal with security needs, and stabilize (heir economies. 

in other places like Syria that are still in throes of revolution, wc have opposed the brutality of the regime and 
are supporting the aspirations of the people. 

While this process unfolds, this President has left no doubt that he will continue to protect our other interests » 
destroying al Qaeda, bringing our men and women in uniform home frOm Afghanistan, and strengthening our 
leadership in the world. 

But the Arab Spring is going to take time to play out. This is an enormous change. And that is why we need to 
slay focused and firm on behalf of our principles, as the President has done. 


Q; What's your response to (he lodepeodeDt story that says we have intelligence 48 hours in advance of 
(he Benghazi attack that was ignored? Was this an intelligence failure? 

We arc not aware of any actionable intelligence indicating that an attack on the U.S. Mission in Benghazi was 
planned or imminent. The currently available information suggests (hat the demonstrations in Benghazi were 
spontaneously inspired by the protests at the US Enlbassy in Cairo and evolved into a direct assault against the 
US Consulate and subsequently its aruiex. 

7: Can you explain to us again (be President's comment about why Egypt was not an ally? 
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Egypt is a critiul partner of the United States. As you know, the President had an important conversation with 
President Morsi about the need to protect our embassy and personnel in Cairo, and the need to denounce the 
violence. 

President Morsi expressed his condolences for the tragic loss of American life in Libya and emphasized that 
Egypt would honor its obligation to ensure the safety of American personnel. The President is very appreciative 
for the statement President Morsi made and for the actions he’s taken to date to secure our Embassy. 

This was not an effort to change our relationship with Egypt in any way. We have had a long-standing 
partnership with Egypt, and have supported their transition to democracy. We arc now working to build our 
relationship with what is obviously a new government. 

lf_Pressed: I’m not here to get into a long exchange about diplomatic terminology. The President has made it 
clear that Egypt is a close partner of the United States, and that we have expectations that the Egyptian 
government will meet its obligations to protect our facilities. i 

Q: Romney's advisor said that these protests wouldn't have happened under President Romney? 

Well i'm not here to talk politics. Events abroad are unpredictable^ Foreign policy challenges emerge no matter 
who is President. And 1 think that people have come to expect steady, statesmanlike leadership from this 
President on national security, and his re^nse to these protests is no differenl 

Israel / Iran 

IRAN 

Is there a split between the United States and Israel on redliocs? What are the U,S. redlines with 
Iran? 

The President has been clear that he is determined to prevent Iran from acquiring a nuclear weapon and that all 
options are on the table in pursuit of that goal. We share the same objective as the Israelis, and (here is no 
daylight between us on that matter of stopping Iran from obtaining a nuclear weapon. 

The question of when we would consider a resort to military action involves multiple variables and would be 
shaped by conditions on the ground. We will continue our unprecedented security consultation and 
cooperation writh the Israelis as we move forward. 

This President is not going to take military action unless it is absolutely necessary. But I think (he Iranians know 
full well that he is committed to preventing them from obtaim'ng a nuclear weapon. 

Q: Did (he President rebuff Prime Minister Netanyahu's request for a red line? 

The President has always been clear about his red line. He is determined to prevent Iran from acquiring a 
nuclear weapon and (hat all options are on (he (able in pursuit of that goal. We share the same objective as (he 
Israelis, and there is no daylight between us on that matter of stopping Iran from obtaining a nuclear weapon. 

Q: Why did the President refuse to meet with Prime Minister Netanyahu at UNOA? 

■'resident Obama is in frequent contact with the Prime Minister, as you would expect given his commitment to 
srael’s security and the range of challenges in the region. And when they need to speak to each other - they do 
so. Wc also talk regularly to our Israeli counterparts at all levels of govenunent 


C05415285 Date; 10/20/2015 

STATE DEPT - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMM 
REVIEWED FOR SENSITtVE INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU NO FOIA WAIVER 



158 


STATE DEPT - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMM 

REViE'.*/EU FOR SENSI TIVE iNFORN^ATlQN PURSUANT TO MQU NQFQlA WAIVER 
05415285 Date: 


Just the other day, when reports of tension came up in the press, the President was able to pick up the phone and 
call the Prime Minister and speak to him for an hour. They agreed on their commitment to prevent Iran from 
obtaining a nuclear weapon. And they agreed to slay in close contact in the days to com 

I'hcy did look at whether it would be possible to meet. But the fact is, they’re just not going to be in New York 
at the same time - the President will be there at the beginning of the week, Bibi will be there at the end of the 
week. So their schedules just don't match up. 

If pressed: Did he seek a meeting in Washington? 

My understanding is there wasn't a request to meet in Washington. What I know is that they're not in New 
York at the same time during UNGA. I don't have any other scheduling updates, but I am certain that they'll 
remain in close contact 


From: Vega, Dag 

Sent: Friday, September lA, 2012 7:11 PM 

To: Rhodes, Benjamin J.; Vtetor, Tommy; Plouffe, David; Pfeiffer, Dan; Cerney, Jay; Palmieri, Jennifer; Earnest, Joshua 
R.; Govashirt, Ferial; Ledbetter, Howli J.; Selak, Dawn; Brundage, Daniel,'* PeitonEi^state.gov; AlhassanI, Mehdi K. 
Subject: PREP CALL with Susan: Saturday at 4:00 pm ET 

We plan to hold a call on Saturday at 4K)0 PM ET to help prepare Susan for her interviews on the Sunday shows. She will 
appear on all of them. 

Here are the num bers: 

*>hone Nu mber:| I 

a$scode: [ j * 

Here are the promos. 

NBC MEET THE PRESS 

Obama's Foreign Policy Test 

The race between President Obama and Governor Romney has entered new territory as the deadly attack on a 
U.S. consulate and the continuing aniLAmerican protests overseas have forced foreign policy back into the 
spotlight. How does the Obama administration plan to respond? Plus, Is the U.S. still a reliable ally to Israel 
against Iran? U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations Susan Rice will join us. , 

1 

ABC THIS WEEK 

After four Americans were killed Tuesday, including U.S. ambassador to Libya Christopher Stevens, in an assault 
on the U.S. consulate in Benghazi, questions remain about what sparked the violence " a controversial anti* 
Islamic film, or a planned attack by A( Qaeda militants? As American embassies throughout the region remain 
under fire, did the U.S. do enough to prevent attacks in Libya, Egypt, and Yemen? How will the ongoing protests 
and violence across the region impact U.S. relations and standing in the Middle East? 

U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations Susan Rice speaks to ABC News senior White House correspondent lake 
Tapper, Sunday on “This Week.* 

CBS FACE THE NATION 

U.S.'Ambassador to the U.N. Susan Rice 

The latest on what's happening abroad and what it means for (he region and the international community with 
U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations Susan Rice. 
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FOX NEWS SUNDAY 

Anti-US protests are spreading across the Arab world days after a deadly attack on the consulate in Libya What 
should the US invotvemeni be in the trouble region? Chris Wallace discusses the siluatwn with Susan Rice the 
U.S. Ambassador to the U.N. ' 
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EXHIBIT 4 


C05622905. 



Subject: Fw: CBS 


Original Message 

Senl^^^^^^^Ptember 16, 2012 09:41 AM 

; Secretary 

They open w Libyan President who says no doubt attack preplanned/predeterrnined. Says planned 
by foreigners. Says maybe better for FBI to stay away a little while though they need their 
help w investigation. 

She said in all other shows that no evidence this was premeditated, as we discussed. 

Just fyi. 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 


Cc: 

Subject: 


(USUN) 

Wednesday, September 12, 2012 5:42 PM 
Rice, Susan E (USUN); DiCario. Rosemary A (USUN 


(USUfj 


(USUN 


Toria Nuland backgrounder on Libya 


(USUN) 


(usui 


(USUN) 


Toria Nuland and DoD spokesman George Little did a background briefing for press a few minutes ago. I thought folks 
might find some of the details interesting— particularly the tick-tock— even if some of it has come via other channels, so 
a non-verbatim summary is below. 

4pm EST: Compound begins taking fire from Libyan extremists. Two buildings on compound: a main building and an 
annex. 

4:15pm EST: Extremists gain access and began firing into main building, setting It on fire. Libyan guard force and US 
security personnel respond. Three people inside building at that time: RSO, Stevens, and Smith. The three became 
separated while trying to evacuate due to the smoke. RSO made it outside and then he and security personnel returned 
to rescue Stevens and Smith. Found Smith dead and pulled him from building; were unable to locate Stevens before they 
were drawn from building because of smoke and small arms fire. 

4:45pm EST: Security personnel again tried to gain access to main building but had to return to annex because of fire. 

530pm EST; Security personnel made another attempt, gained access, and secured the main building. They evacuated 
rest of personnel into safe haven zones. 

6:00pm EST: Annex came under fire for 2 hours; during that time, 2 additional U.S. personnel were killed and 2 
wounded. 

830pm EST; Libyan security forces were able to assist in regaining control of the compound. At some point (we don't 
know when), Stevens got out of the building and was taken to the hospital. The body was later returned to U.S. -• • 
personnel at Benghazi airport. 

Q&A: 

"Toria declined to go into details about how Stevens' personal security detail responded because we don't discuss 
security operations. 

"When asked if she could confirm if Stevens was alive when he was left the compound and was taken to the hospital 
and if the cause of death was smoke inhalation, Toria reiterated that we are no clearon the circumstances between, 
when Stevens was separated from the group inside the building and when we were notified that his body was in a 
Benghazi hospital. We were not able to see his body until it was returned at the airport. Toria said that we can't 
comment on the cause of death until an autopsy can be performed. . .. 

"Responding to a question about whether it was an organized terror attack, Toria said that she couldn't speak to the 
identity of the perpetrators but that it was clearly a complex attack. There will be a full inyestigation with which the FBI 
is assisting. 
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--When asked for confirmation of alleged comments by the Secretary, Toria said that there are reports she can't confirm 
that he was brought to the hospital by Libyans who found him. She said no Americans were responsible for taking him 
to the hospital and no US personnel saw him there. 

-When asked when Embassy Cairo issued its statement, Toria said that she could unequivocally say that it was not 
coordinated with Washington and was therefore taken down, She said that it was her understanding that it was initially 
released around noon Cairo time, which was before the protests in Cairo began. 

-Responding to a question about whether the attack was linked to the Mohammed video, she said that she could not 
confirm a connect as we simply don't know— and we won't know until there's an investigation. 

-George Little confirmed that Gen. Dempsey spoke to Pastor Jones today and asked him to withdrawal his support for 
the video. Jones was non-committal, 

“Responding to a question about when Stevens died, Toria said we don't know. She said that we've seen Libyan reports 
that he was unconscious when first found, was taken to the hospital, and then later passed. ' 
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EXHIBIT 6 



From; 

>ent: 

^o: 

subject: 

Attachments; 




September 14, ?Q1?4:12PM 
FW: Libya Guidance 

PG 20120914 - Video and Protests. docx; 091412 Statements Condemning Video Related 
Violence.docx 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From: Meehan, Bernadette 

S ent; Friday, September 14, 2012 4:09 PM 

Subject; Libya Guidance 


Below is the guidance that Jay used today, and Toria will use. Also attached are the video talking points, and the 
compilation of statements. Will keep you posted through the weekend. 


' ): What are you guys doing today to monitor and mitigate the situation in the Middle East? 

We’ve obviously had our eyes on today since the unrest began, and we’ve been monitoring the situation very 
closely. You saw that following the incidents in response to this video, the President directed the Administration 
to take a number of steps to prepare for continued unrest. 

First, we have significantly increased security at our diplomatic posts around the globe, with additional 
resources from across the government. The safety and security of our personnel is paramount and something we 
constantly review. 

Second, we have reached out to governments in the region to make sure they are cooperating closely with us, 
and meeting their obligations to protect diplomatic facilities as best they can. So for instance the President had a 
good conversation with President Hadi of Yemen yesterday, who has deployed additional security forces around 
our Embassy. 

Third, we’ve made our views on this video crystal clear to people around the world. I’d specifically point you to 
strong statements out of the White House and from Secretary Clinton yesterday. To reiterate what Secretary 
Clinton said, the United States government had nothing to do with this movie. We reject its message and its 
contents. We find it disgusting and reprehensible. America has a history of religious tolerance - and respect for 
religious beliefs - that goes back to our nation’s founding. But there is absolutely no justification at all for 
responding to this movie with violence. And we are working to make sure that Muslims around the globe hear 
hat message. 
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Fourth, we’ve also encouraged leaders around the globe to speak out against the violence, and you’ve seen very 
important statements in the Muslim world by people like Prime Minister Erdogan of Turkey, President Morsi 
and the Freedom and Justice Party in Egypt, and President Hadi condemning violence and calling for a peaceful 
■^sponse to this movie. The President has personally spoken to the leaders of Egypt, Libya, and Yemen, and 
iSo sent a personal message to Prime Minister Erdogan. 

Q: What’s your response to the Independent story that says we have intelligence 48 hours in advance of 
the Benghazi attack that was ignored? 

This story is absolutely wrong. We are not aware of any actionable intelligence indicating that an attack on the 
U.S. Mission in Benghazi was planned or imminent. We also see indications that this action was related'to the 
video that has sparked protests in other countries. 

Q: What about the claim that documents were taken from the compound that may endanger our Libyan 
partners? 

I’d refer questions about what documents were in specific buildings to my State colleagues. 

Q: Can you explain to us again the President’s comment about why Egypt was not an ally? 

- I t hink yo u h eard-me answer-this-yesterday .-E-gypt4sa-CT-itieal partner of the United States. As you know, the 
President had an important conversation with President Morsi very early yesterday morning about the need to 
protect our embassy and personnel in Cairo, and the need to denounce the violence. 

President Morsi expressed his condolences for the tragic loss of American life in Libya and emphasized that 
Egypt would honor its obligation to ensure the safety of American personnel. 

his was not an effort to change our relationship with Egypt in any way. We have had a iong-standing 
partnership with Egypt, and have supported their transition to democracy. We are now working to build our 
relationship with what is obviously a new government. 

Q: Are you concerned that our relationship with Egypt and other Muslim countries is quickly 
deteriorating? Is the Arab Spring now about hatred of America? 

I think we need to step back a bit. The Arab Spring was about people across the region rising up to demand their 
basic rights. 

The protests we’re seeing today were sparked by a disgusting and reprehensible video. 

I would also remind everyone that though protests are what you see on the news, there are millions of Muslims 
around the world that are simply trying to go about their day and raise their families. 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 


Subject: 


Rhodes, Benjamin J. [| 

Thursday, September 13, 2012 12:02 PM 
Meehan, Bernadette; 'Andy, Adora (OP^ 
Press Secretary: Nuland, Victoria J 


gjstate.gov'.l 


'Warren. Ste ven H LTC OSD PA'; NSC Deputy 
S ullivan, Jacob J; Reines, Ph ilippe I; 
'Woog, Carl R Mr OSD PA’ 

; 'hammerma@state.gov'; *sh awnst| 

^^■@state.gov': 

'Lapan, David Col JCS Oj 


JCS OCJCS PA': 'Seiber, Patrick LTC JCS OC JCS PA 

S (PA); | 

~| 'Sc hmaler, Tracy 

; 'Andy, Adora (OPA) i | 

RE: USG Public Response to Events in Libya and Egypt 


icNally, Patrick CDR 
Riqler. Tara CIV OSD 


Here are those points we talked about on the call, adapted from the Secretary's words this morning: 

Talking Points on Movie 

• Clearly, there are protests taking place in different countries around the world that are responding to the 
movie that has circulated on the Memet. 

• As Secretary Clinton said today, the United States government had nothing to do with this movie. We 
reject its message and its contents. We find it disgusting and reprehensible. America has a history of 
religious tolerance - and respect for religious beliefs - that goes back to our nation’s founding. We are 
stronger because we are the home to people of all religions - including millions of Muslims - and we 
reject the denigration of religion. 

• We also believe that there is no justification at all for responding to this movie with violence. Muslims 
in the United States and around the world have spoken out against violence, which has no place in 
religion and is no way to honor religion. Islam respects the fimdamental dignity of human beings, and it 
violates that dignity to wage attacks on innocents. 

• It is especially wrong for violence to be directed against diplomatic missions. These are places whose 
very purpose is peaceful -- to promote better understanding across countries and cultures. Governments 
everywhere have a responsibility to protect these places. 

• It is hard for some people around the world to understand why the United States doesn’t prevent movies 
like this from seeing the light of day. That is impossible in today’s world. Furthermore, our country has 
a long tradition of fi'ee expression, which is protected by the law. Our government does not - and 
cannot - stop individual citizens from expressing their views. 

• Those of us who care about religious tolerance - and who respect religious beliefs - must not allow a 
tiny minority of people to provoke conflict between different religions, cultures, and countries. All 
leaders must draw a stark line against violence. 

On Tomorrow 

• Clearly, there are protests taking place in different countries around the world that are responding to the 
movie that has circulated on the Internet, For instance, we saw protests get out of hand in Yemen today. 
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• The United States is doing everything we can to protect our diplomats and facilities. We are in touch 
with foreign governments, underscoring the need for close cooperation, and for nations to meet their, 
responsibilities to protect diplomatic facilities and personnel. And we have increased our own security 
measures. 

• We do anticipate that these protests may continue. It is no secret that Friday is often a day in which 
demonstrations are larger in Muslim-majority countries. But we will continue to make it clear that this 
video does not represent America, and we will continue to take additional precautions on our own and 
together with our partners. 


From; Meehan, Bernadette 
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2012 7:07 AM 
To; 'Andy, Adora (OPA)'; Rhodes, Benjamin J.; 'Warren, Steven H LTC OSD PA'; Vietor, Tommy; 'nulandvj@state.gov'; 


ffistate.gov'; 'SullivanJJ@state.gov'; 'reinesp@state.gov'; 'Littie, George QV OSD PA'.y 

■ 'hammerma@state.qov': 'shawnstj 


ari R Mr OSD 


ffistate.gov';^^^^^^^^^^^! ^^^state.goV; | 

'Lapan, David Col JCS OaCS PA'; 'McNaiiy, Patr ick CDR JCS OOC S PA'; 'Seiber, Patrick LTC JCS OaCS PA 'j_ 
ffistate.gov'; 'Rigier, Tara QV OSD ’SmithDSX@state.gov’; F 

Sstate.Qov': 'Bo vd. Dean (NSD) ■^^^^^H^^FSchm^, Tracy (OPA) 

'Andy, Adora (OPAj^H^^BHBB^B 
Subject: RE: USG Pubiic Response to Events in Libya and Egypt 


Good morning, 

For those who did not receive these iast night I am pasting below the readouts released following the President's calls 
last night with Egyptian President Morsi and Libyan President Magariaf. 


THE WHITE HOUSE 
Office of the Press Secretary 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
September 12, 2012 

Readout of the President's Call with Libyan President Magariaf 

President Obama called President Mohamed Magariaf of Libya this evening, their first conversation 
since President Magariaf s election last month. President Obama thanked President Magariaf for 
extending his condolences for the tragic deaths of Ambassador Chris Stevens, Sean Smith, and two 
other State Department officers in Benghazi yesterday. He also expressed appreciation for the 
cooperation we have received from the Libyan government and people in responding to this 
outrageous attack, and said that the Libyan government must continue to work with us to assure the 
security of our personnel going forward. The President made it clear that we must work together to 
do whatever is necessary to identify the perpetrators of this attack and bring them to justice. The two 
Presidents agreed to work closely over the course of this investigation. The President reaffirmed our 
support for Libya's democratic transition, a cause Ambassador Stevens believed in deeply and did so 
much to advance. He welcomed the election of a new prime minister yesterday to help lead the 
Libyan government's efforts to improve security, counter extremism, and advance its democracy. 
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### 


THE WHITE HOUSE 
Office of the Press Secretary 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
September 12, 2012 

Readout of the President's Call with Egyptian President Morsi 

The President called Egyptian President Morsi today to review the strategic partnership between the 
United States and Egypt, and our ongoing efforts to strengthen bilateral economic and security 
cooperation. Given recent events, and consistent with our interest in a relationship based on mutual 
interests and mutual respect. President Obama underscored the importance of Egypt following 
through on its commitment to cooperate with the United States in securing U.S. diplomatic facilities 
and personnel. The President said that he rejects efforts to denigrate Islam, but underscored that there 
is never any justification for violence against innocents and acts that endanger American personnel 
and facilities. President Morsi expressed his condolences for the tragic loss of American life in Libya 
and emphasized that Egypt would honor its obligation to ensure the safety of American personnel. 

### 


From: Meehan, Bernadette 

Sent; Wednesday, September 12, 2012 6:55 PM 

To; 'Andy, Adora (OPA)'; Rhodes, Benjamin J.; ’Warren, Steven H LTC OSD PA'; VIetor, Tommy; 'nulandvj@state.gov'; 
^j|@state^govVSLjllivanJJ@state^govVreinesp@stete.gov'; 'Little, George CIV OSD PA* ; 'Wooq, C arl R Mr OSD 

aistate.gov'; | 


Sistate.gov’; | 

’Lapan, D avid Col JCS OOCS PA'; 'McNally, Patrick CDR JCS OOC S PA'; 'Seiber, Pa trick LTC JCS OOCS PA 
g)5tate.gov'; 'Rigler, Tara CIV OSD 'SmithDSX@state.gov'; ' 

g)state.gov’: Boyd, Dean (NSDl Schm aler, Tracy (OPA) 

I Andy, Adora 


Subject: USG Public Response to Events in Libya and Egypt 


All, 


Thanks for all of the cooperation today. To recap, both the President and Secretary Clinton reieased written statements, 
and made on camera statements. Jay Carney (WH) held a daily gaggle. Toria (State) and George (DoD) participated in a 
DOS-hosted background caii specific to Libya. Ail of the materiais released today should provide answers to take us 
through until tomorrow, so please refer to those as needed to ensure we all remain on the same page publicaiiy. if you 
need copies of any these materiais, piease let me know. 

Tomorrow AG Holder will be making remarks at the closing session of the Arab Asset Recovery Forum in Doha. His 
speech includes a topper referencing the Benghazi attack. If there are other principals speaking tomorrow, please flag 
for the group so we can ensure consistency in messaging. 


Thanks, 

Bernadette 
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Sunday. September 
Rice, Susan E (USU I 

(USUfliB^M 


OiCarlo, Rosemary A (USU| 


The SVTS was chaired by PONSA Denis McDonough. It {plus the post-SVTS State discussion) ran about 2:15. 


The conversation first dealt with the countries of primary focus: 


State reported that the drawdown is underway. One chartered flight has already carried personnel and families 
out. State expressed concern that it may need the recently added DoD personnel for a while. DoO said tfiis is 
not a problem, though it may at some point need to swap particular personnel out. 

State reported that this drawdown is also underway - the first tranche got out without any difficulty and we 
expect a second tranche shortly. The NSC asked whether we have reduced staffing sufficiently to be safe. State 
reporte d that it had made no further oroer 
embassi 




The embassy is being protected by a number of different Sudaneese security elements. At the beginning of the 
SVTS, there was concern about a protest - apparently local imams had called for protests and others had called 
for the Sudanese to avenge the deaths of 3 protestors. By the end of the discussion, the embassy was reporting 
calm in Khartoum. 

The military noted that AFRICOM Is working on a NEO, but there was no completion date specified. 

State reported that no demonstrations were expected today. The cordon appears to have been expanded 
around the embassy and the protests yesterday in Alexandria did not Impact the consulate. 

We have reason to be won 




State reported that no demonstrations were anticipated today (there was no reference to the protests that 
were reportedly being planned for Sept. 17*). 

The parliament apparently demanded that all foreign troops leave Yemen (including personnel guarding our 
embassy), (n addition, AQAP praised the killing of Amb. Stevens and called for more attacks on U.S. diplomats. 
There is also continuing concern about what the Houthis might do. 

Amb. Feierstein is apparently reluctant to drawdown staff at the embassy. 

DoD reported that President Had! endorsed the increased U.S. marine presence and we are in the process of 
strengthening our fortifications and communications at the Sheraton. 


• Tripoli was described as calm. 

• PM AbuShaguri's comments on foreign involvement in the Benghazi incident were briefly referenced. 

• Morel! is having his analysts consider the disparate.views of the field leadership. 

Afghanistan: 
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• State described the situation as tense. It was reported that demonstrations are expected in Kabul and Bagram. 
A peaceful protest was reported in Herat. Due to a specific concern, Herat is operating on a skeleton staff and 
chief of mission personnel were moved to a nearby military base for their protection. 

Pakistan: 

• There are several serious Pakistan-related threats that can be discussed elsewhere. We have apparently sent a 
strong message to the Pakistanis on this issue. 

« In Karachi, a large (SK) protest was dispersed; we understand that one demonstrator was killed, six wounded. 
There were also a couple injuries to Pakistan security forces. In Lahore, one protest came and went; another will 
not be able to reach the consulate. There is concern that specific extremist groups will infiltrate and use these 
protests to foment attacks on diplomatic missions. 

oint Staff Vice Chairman, Adm. Winnefeld confirmed to McDonough that he was comfortable with the ROE his forces 
»ave for all of the various deployments related to these events. 

^e also updated the group on efforts to put more U.S. military forces closer to where the needs may arise. (Winnefeld 
omplimented UAE for their timely and robust cooperation in the midst of all of these deployments.) 


ebanon, Jordan, Iraq and Ethiopia were briefly mention^ 
previously-planned meeting tomorrow on this subject. 


Hides responded that he Is having 


Jl-members briefs for the House and Senate are still expected this week - Wednesday or Thursday - led by the 
eaetary and joined by DNI Clapper, the Vice Chairman and others). 


me know if you have any questions. 

lanks, 

■ 

3U 

ils email Is UNCLASSIFIED, 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 



INTERVIEW OF 
TEAM CHIEF, 
OFFICE OF 

TERRORISM ANALYSIS 


BEFORE THE 


SELECT COMMITTEE ON BENGHAZI 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

ONE HUNDRED FOURTEENTH CONGRESS 


SECOND SESSION 


HELD IN WASHINGTON, DC, FEBRUARY 16, 2016 



172 


Excerpts of the foregoing interview were cited in the Report of 
the Select Committee on Benghazi. The Central Intelligence Agen- 
cy declined the Committee’s request to declassify the interview 
transcript. 
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Mr. Davis. All right. So we're on the record, 

So your lawyers shared with you the preamble that we 
usually share with witnesses, and you understand your 
obligation is to tell the truth today? 

Mr. Olsen. Yes. 

Mr, Dav1 s . And there is no reason why you can't tell 
the truth today? 

Mr. Olsen . No. 

Mr, Davis. Susanne, is there anything you'd like to 
share before we begin? 

Ms, Sarhsman Grooms. No, Thank you for coming in 
voluntarily. We understand that you have testified 
previously before Congress, repeatedly, as well as the ARB. 

So we appreciate you coming back again. 

Mr. Olsen. You're welcome. 

Mr. Davis . And we do appreciate that as well on our 

end . 

It is 1:38. and we'll start our hour now. 

EXAMINATION 

BY MR, DAVIS: 

Q Briefly, I just want to make sure I understand your 
background. The events that we're talking about -- 
September 11, 2012, and the time period thereafter -- you 
were Director of the National Counterterrorism Center, is 
that right, until June 2014? 
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A That’s right. Till a little bit after that, 
September 2014. 

Q 2014, okay. Prior to that, just a couple of your 
key roles. General counsel of NSA. Is that right? 

A Yes . 

Q Associate deputy attorney general. 

A Yes, 

Q Guantanamo Review Task Force. 

A Yes. At Justice. That was at Justice. 

Q Deputy assistant attorney general Justice of the 

National Security Division for a few years? 

A Yes. 

Q Then, prior to that, the U.S, Attorneys Office in 

D.C.? 

A Right. 

Q Okay. Hopefully, you can speak fust for a minute 

about what the general mission is -- or mission was -- of 
NCTC when you were Director. 

A Sure. NGTC was created after 9/11 to really be the 
central hub for intelligence analysis on counterterrorism, so 
the place in government where all analysis or intelligence 
would come together and would be analyzed by the all-sources 
analysts at NCTC and then shared back out with the 
intelligence community at the Federal level, but also with 
State and local consumers of terrorism analysis. 
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5 

Q So within the CIA, they have a counterterrorism 
center in there. 

So your analysts at NCTC, how does what they do differ 
than what CTC analysts do at CIA? 

A There was a fair amount of overlap between the two. 
In fact, many of our analysts at NCTC were are on detail from 
CIA and from CTC's Office of Terrorism Analysis. That's the 
component within CTC that handles terrorism analysis. 

If there was a distinction, it would have been sort of 
along the lines of the CTC analysts, by and large, focused on 
more tactical and operational activities in support of the 
CIA; whereas, at NCTC, we sort of ran the gamut, from very 
strategic analysis to also tactical. And then we also acted 
on behalf of the intelligence community as a whole. So most, 
if not all. of our products were coordinated across the 
intelligence community; whereas, CIA analysts were focused, 
again, more on the CIA mission. 

Q So part of the strategic analysis that your 
analysts did at NCTC, that would Involve identifying emerging 
threats in certain areas around the world? 

A Yes. if it was terrorism-related. 

Q And did your analysts identify an emerging threat 
In Libya In 2011-2012 time period? 

A Yes. We definitely spent a fair amount of time 
focused on North Africa, and Libya in particular, in terms of 
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the threat situation there. 

Q To the extent you can remember, going back to the 
2012 timeframe, can you share a little bit about what you 
learned about the emerging threat in Libya? 

A Sure. And I should say that both I have a general 
recollection today of that, but I have also spent some time 
looking back. I went and reviewed documents. I went to ODNI 
and looked at some of the documents to help me be better 
prepared for this testimony. So my answers will kind of be 
maybe a mix of what I remember independently and my more 
recent review. 

In answer to your question, we were -- Libya, like a 
number of places in North Africa and the Middle East, we were 
focused on a sort of expanding terrorism threat that 
reflected the sort of shift in the role of A1 Qaeda. 

So we had made gains against the A1 Qaeda leadership in 
Pakistan, in terms of the leadership and the counterterrorism 
pressure in Pakistan, had had an impact there, but we were 
analyzing at the time that the threat was evolving to be more 
dispersed geographically, and there were more smaller groups 
that were either affiliated or aligned with core A1 Qaeda, 
but weren't directed specifically by the leadership in 
Pakistan, 

And that was sort of where we were in 2012. And Libya 
was certainly an example of where that dispersed threat had 
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1 manifested itself -- and particularly eastern Libya -- 

2 following the conflict in Libya and really the breakdown of 

3 security there. 

4 Q So the breakdown of security, is that why there was 

5 sort of an emerging threat in eastern Libya in that 

6 timeframe? 

7 A It definitely was a contributing factor. Again. 

8 Libya was an example, like other places, where, in the 

9 absence of strong security or effective borders, Al Qaeda 

10 ideology was taking root. Other places would have been 

11 certainly Yemen, Somalia, and then more recently or around 

12 that timeframe and then after, Syria, of course, as well. 

13 But Libya was Just another example of lack of security. And 

14 then, the effort really -- combined with the effort of Al 

15 Qaeda to expand beyond its safe haven in the FATA, which was 

16 a concerted effort. 

17 Q So a couple of questions. You said Libya was just 

18 another example. Was there anything unique about Libya? 

IQ A I wouldn't say anything unique about Libya, but it 

20 was certainly -- it was, along with Yemen, a place that 

21 really lacked any serious security. 

22 q You talked a lot about Al Qaeda. Had you seen Al 

23 Qaeda in Libya prior to sort of the summer of 2012, where the 

24 security had broken down? 

25 A We saw Al Qaeda -- there were Yemen -- I mean. 
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1 Libyan individuals who were part of core Al Qaeda. And we 

2 knew that there was some, as I recall, we were concerned 

3 about Libyans who had gone to become -- join core Al Qaeda. 

4 had actually gone back. One guy 1n particular had gone back 

5 to Tripoli . 

6 We were always worried about the influence of Al Qaeda 

7 in Libya, without regard to sort of that 2012 timeframe. 

8 Q Right, right. Were there any other sort of 

9 emerging organizations within eastern Libya, other than Al 

10 Qaeda? Al Qaeda is the only one you touched upon that you 

11 can remember? 

12 A There were definitely other Islamic extremist 

13 groups operating within -- in eastern Libya and within sort 

14 of the militia groups there. What I recall is that if you 

15 had tried to sort out all the different groups -- who they 

16 were aligned with and what their strengths were -- it would 

17 be a long list, 

18 Q Sure, 

19 A It would be hard to do. 

20 Q Do you have any sense as to whether those 

21 organizations were more recent, since Qadhafi had left, or 

22 whether they had been there for some time? 

23 A I would say today, honestly, tny answer is that they 

24 were post-Qadhafi . For all the problems of a dictatorship 

25 like Qadhafi. we weren't as concerned about extremists and 
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1 having a safe haven under the authoritarian rule. So my 

2 sense was that the problems in eastern Libya arose largely 

3 after the fall of Qadhafi, from, again, just looking at it 

4 through the lens of terrorism and extremists. 

5 Q Sure. That’S helpful, 

6 You mentioned that your analysts are sort of the central 

7 hub of all-source analysis. When your analysts would write a 

8 product or come to a certain view, how would NCTC kind of 

9 push that out to the broader community? 

10 A So we would -- as a general matter, there were a 

11 number of product lines that the NCTC analysts were 

12 responsible for, you know, the National Terrorism Bulletin, 

13 or in some cases we wrote the CURRENT, 

14 Q CURRENT. 

15 A Exactly. Thanks. It’s been a while. Those 

16 product lines helped to determine the channels of 

17 dissemination and how broadly they were disseminated. So 

18 some things that would even start as more sensitive products 

19 that would have a more limited distribution would get changed 

20 in order to be distributed more widely on our online system 

21 to become available to a broader range of -- a broader set of 

22 analysts. And Current was kind of our flagship way of 

23 getting our analytic products out. 

24 Q So is The Current kind of sent out to the broader 

IC or is it shared with specific customers or a combination 
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of both? 

A No, I would say more the former. So broader IC, 
very wide distribution. Anyone that would have the ability 
to go to the NCTC online portal, classified portal, would 
have access to The Current. 

Q If there were particular pieces of interest that 
you or others in NCTC may have felt should have gone to 
certain customers, were there efforts made to put those 
particular pieces in front of those customers? 

A Sure, definitely. In particular instances, 
whether -- it would be -- it could be something as 
significant as providing something directly to the National 
Security Council in a meeting, for example -- you know, put 
something on the table and talk about it in a setting like 
this -- to, at the other end of the scale, we had a group of 
detailed firefighters and police officers who got cleared to 
work at NCTC for a year who wrote unclassified products for 
their local fire departments and police departments, and then 
everything in between. But those were sort of more focused, 
tailored products for a particular audience. 

Q Did you ever travel to Libya prior to the Benghazi 
attacks? 

A Not prior, I did afterward. 

Q Not prior, okay. How long after did you travel? 

A I don't remember exactly when it was, but I went to 
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1 Tripoli for the day. I didn't stay overnight. I went with 

2 JSOC and General Votel. CENTCOM Commander. And we went 

Tri poli , 

4 and then met with -- FBI was there. So one of the reasons I 

5 am remembering it In this way is because we talked about the 

6 Benghazi attacks, obviously. 

7 Q So this would have been within 1 or 2 months after 

8 the attack? 

9 A No, no, potentially longer, potentially longer. So 

10 some time between the attacks and, obviously, when I left. 

11 But, yeah, after the attacks, because we talked about 

12 Khatallah at the time, and he was at large. So I don't know 

13 if that helps frame the timeframe, 

14 Q It narrows it down to 18 months, 

15 A Yeah, right, right. 

16 Q Did you ever have occasion to meet with any 

17 officials of the Libyan Government when they were here in 

18 D-C. or America? 

19 A Not here. 1 did there. 

20 Q Prior to the attacks. 

21 A No, not prior. I don't have any recollection, I'm 

22 pretty sure I didn't meet with any Libyans. I met with a lot 

23 of people both in my own role, but also I would sometimes go 

24 to meetings with the DNI when his counterparts or our 

25 counterparts would come to town. I don't ever remember 
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1 meeting with any Libyans. 

2 Q Were there individuals within specific agencies -- 

3 the NSC, the CIA, the State Department -- that you not 

4 necessarily equal, but you had normal dally communications 

5 with or weekly communications with discussing different 

6 ideas? 

7 A Definitely. It would sort of correspond, more or 

8 less, to the Deputies Committee at the NSC. So if you think 

9 about who the deputies were of each of the intelligence 

10 organizations, they were sort of my immediate counterparts. 

11 So we would see each other, if not every day, no more than 2 

12 days would go by we would be at the White House together. 

13 And then around those White House meetings or just otherwise, 

14 we were having pretty consistent email -- mostly email, but 

15 sometimes phone communication. 

16 Q So the State Department, who would that individual 

17 or individuals have been? 

18 A So State Department would have maybe not been -- I 

19 should be careful, because in the sense that State Department 

20 is probably not at the same as FBI and CIA and DOO, maybe 

21 even -- but CIA and FBI were the key ones. 

22 The State Department would have been Burns, Bill Burns, 

23 and then sometimes Dan Benjamin, the counterterrorism person. 

24 and the person who took over for him, Tina -- I am forgetting 

25 her last name. It wasn't quite the same in terms of an 
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! intelligence comraunity role for them. So I would say ray 

2 interaction with them was maybe a little bit less frequent. 

3 Q What about Jake Sullivan? How frequently did you 

A interact with him? 

5 A Jake only -- I got to know Jake when he joined the 

6 Vice President's staff as a national security adviser. And 

7 then I would see him at the White House, typically. 

8 Q So that would postdate his time at the State 

9 Department. 

10 A Right. 

X\ Q Again, we're talking about the period prior to the 

12 September 11th attacks. 

13 A Okay. 

j/) Q In terms of how you learned information about the 

15 emerging threat in Libya, did that come from reading NCTC 

16 products, CIA products. DIA products, all of the above? 

17 A All of the above. And just briefly, on that point, 

18 you know, like a lot of folks, I got a morning briefing. 

19 7:30 every morning we started with, basically, a threat 

20 update that was all -- and it was delivered by an NCTC 

21 briefer, but it focused on all products that were fairly 

22 characterized as sort of, you know, kind of what we're going 

23 to be working on today, tomorrow, this week threat type 

24 information. That was the first half hour. 

25 Then, the second half hour, I received the Presidential 


TO/Ogl 



186 


1 Daily Brief -- basically, the binder -- and that was a little 

2 more strategic. That was a smaller group of people at NCTC 

3 who were cleared to gel that. And that was, basically, the 

4 second half hour. So that was my main source of sort of 

5 daily -- 

6 Q To the extend you can remember -- again, prior to 

7 September 11th -- do you have any idea what sort of the DIA 

8 focus was for their products as it related to Libya? 

9 A Not specifically, no, not DIA. They generally were 

10 working the same threats that we were, I wouldn't think it 

11 was any different from what NCTC was doing. 

12 The only thing 1 should add, actually, is that they 

13 didn't have access to all the information that CIA and, as a 

14 consequence, we had at times. There was operational 

15 information that DIA did not have the same access to. it 

16 didn't typically impact the analysis, although it could in 

17 certain cases. 

18 Q When you say operational information, are you 

19 talking about accompanying cables, cable traffic? 

20 A Yes, So the most sensitive CIA operational traffic 

21 typically wasn't available to DIA analysts, 

22 Q Talk about the night of the attack? 

23 A Sure., 

24 Q To the extent you can remember, walk us through 

25 where you were when you learned about it and sort of what 
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initial steps you took, 

A Sure. So the night of the attack, I was at NCTC. 

And I don't recall specifically how I first learned, although 
1 do remember that we were tracking the situation in Cairo 
and the events in Cairo, 

At some point, I was -- into the early evening, into the 
evening -- on a secure video call with a number of other 
departments, agencies, around the government, and that was 
all focused on what was happening in Benghazi. 

So that was sort of -- the reason I remember that is 
that my sort of information was kind of real time at that 
point, so we were getting it in the course of this ongoing 
secure call that was not -- I mean, It was common for us to 
have those secure calls. 

So that's where I was and that's where I was through the 
evening. 

Q So the secure call, do you. if you can 
remember, who else from sort of the 1C was represented on 
that call? 

A This was -- and actually it was a video call. So I 
was in my conference room with the TVs. From the IC? I 
don't actually remember who else was on from the IC. I think 
Sean Joyce was on from the FBI. I don't remember Michael 
Morell. He would typically have been on it if he were -- but 
I don't remember if he was on it or not. If not him, he had 
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1 people who were head of the Office of Terrorism Analysis that 

2 were probably on, 

3 I remember the State Department folks were on it and 

4 were sort of some of the key persons having information. And 

5 I remember Patrick Kennedy being on. And I remember Denis 

6 McDonough at the White House was on It. He would have been 

7 at that time deputy national security advisor and would have 

8 essentially been running the call and sort of chairing it. I 

9 don't remember who else. 

10 Q So Sean Joyce is the only person that you 

11 can recall -- 

12 A Pretty sure about Sean. Not 100 percent sure. 

13 Q You don't know who, if anybody, from the CIA was on 

14 the call? 

15 A I'm confident -- I would be very surprised to learn 

16 that nobody from the CIA was on. I just don't remember who. 

17 Q Okay. What can you tell us about what you remember 

18 about the call? 

19 A As I said, I remember that we were sort of getting 

20 information as it was happening and that this was how it was 

21 coming to us and that it was unfolding -- and 1 was also 

22 getting -- we have a 24'hour operations center at NCTC, and 

23 they were getting information as well. And I remember at 

24 some point getting updates from them -- 1 don't remember • 

25 specifically what they were about but they would come in 
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! with Information, as I recall, that they had gleaned. 

2 Probably the most memorable moment -- and I don’t 

3 remember when it was, what time -- but I remember clearly 

4 Patrick Kennedy saying that they didn't know where the 

5 Ambassador was, and his voice cracked and he seemed to be 

6 kind of breaking down a bit from the emotion' of it. So that 

7 was obviously a very memorable moment during that call. I 

8 never had anything quite like that happen either before or 

0 since in my job there. So I remember that. 

10 Then there were other details that came out that. If 

1! you want, I can keep talking about -- 

12 Q Sure. 

13 A One of them was the issue --an issue came up about 

14 the YouTube video and -- you know, the video that was so 

15 controversial and was inflammatory. And we were aware of 

16 that video partly because of Cairo. I don't think I'd seen 

17 it at that point, I'd just read about it. 

18 Denis McDonough talked to us. talked to the group about 

19 trying to get the video taken down from YouTube. At the 

20 time, it struck me that is a reasonable and sensible and 

21 appropriate course of action. We were very concerned at that 

22 point, obviously, about Bengha4i, but we were sort of 

23 connecting -- in my mind, connecting Cairo, Benghazi, and 

24 thinking out beyond to other diplomatic posts. 

25 Q Was there any discussion of sort of the video and 
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Benghazi being linked on the call? 

A I don't remember specifically, you know, how we 
talked about it. I'm sure that we did, right, because we 
were -- the fact Is that It came -- the discussion of taking 
the video down was part of our conversation In this call that 
was really focused on what was going on 1n Benghazi. 

And in my own mind, at the time, I recall linking the 
two, you know, that this we were thinking about what had 
happened in Cairo, we were thinking, okay, now this seems to 
be happening again in Benghazi, and we're worried about 
other, obviously, other diplomatic posts in the Middle East 
and North Africa. 

On that particular issue, one thing that I recalled in 
thinking, again, sort of preparing for coming here, sort of 
trying to recollect as much as possible, one of the issues 
that Denis asked me -- and I think Nick Rasmussen, my deputy, 
was there as well -- was to see if we could work with -- if 
we could contact Google to talk to them about enforcing their 
terms of service, which was the way that we often thought 
about offensive or problematic content. 

Q Google, owner of YouTube? 
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llllllll^lllll^^^lllllllll^^llllll^^^llll^^^lllllllllll^ 

generally -- not sort of as part of it, but sort of the ideas 
part, right, of counterideology. 

5o my reaction to that was, you know -- and I didn't 
really say this to Denis at the time, because it just didn't 
come up that way -- but the real way to approach Google was 
through the FBI. The FBI had those relationships. They were 
the ones who dealt with companies-- Internet service 
providers, communication providers -- and did that. They 
were the front-door guys, not NCTC. 

So I reached out to Sean Joyce, as I recall, and talked 
to him about this, because I didn't think it was really the 
right -- I didn’t think NCTC should do it. Either I did or 
Nick did, One of us did. 

Anyway, sort of a long-winded answer, Carlton, but 
that's just one thing I recall about that lengthy night, 

Q Do you know if Sean or anybody else at the FBI 
actually contacted Google that night? 

A I don't know for sure. 

Q Okay, Did Denis McDonough -- was he the person 
that brought up the video during the call, that you can 
recall? 

A I don't know if he brought it up in the first 
instance. I think we may well have just been talking about 
where it is and where it is being seen and other places that 
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1 we were concerned about. 

2 Q Were there any other discussions about making calls 

3 either to Google or to other individuals about the video? 

4 A What I recall, simply, is Denis asking us to see if 

5 we could get in touch with our contacts at Google to get them 

6 to start thinking about taking it down, consistent with their 

7 terms of service. 

8 Q Pastor Terry Jones, do you know him? 

9 A I know who he is. 

10 Q Were there any discussions about calling him to 

11 take down the video that you can recall? 

12 A That's a good question. I don't remember, but, you 

13 know, there had been prior occasions where *- I don't know if 

14 he was burning a Koran or something -- where the FBI was 

15 the ones who -- were the ones, in their field office ln 

16 Florida, where they would sometimes be involved in trying to 

17 figure out what to do with Pastor Terry Jones, That was an 

18 FBI -- that would clearly be an FBI lane. 

19 Q Staying on the SVTC. What can you tell us about 

20 any discussion about a military response to the attacks? Or 

21 you can kind of share what you can recall, if anything. Was 

22 there a discussion about a military response? 

23 A I'm sure we talked about what DOD assets were 

24 available, and there would have been somebody on the call 

25 from DOD, probably from the Joint Staff. I don't recall 
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specifically, like, what was said. 

I obviously know now -- I don't know if I knew then -- 
that there was a Predator surveillance feed that was 
available, I don't remember seeing any feed live, certainly, 
and I don't remember when I learned about that. 

Q Not exactly your lane -- 

A Right. 

Q -- so not something that you would have a stark 
memory of? 

A Right, that's exactly right. This wasn't -- you 
know, I think we were going to be -- you know, for my part, 
we were starting to, like, sort of pull together whatever 
intelligence we were getting f rom|m||[|||mwhi ch was very 
limited at that point, to see what more we could learn, and 
also drawing on open sources information, to the extent there 
was any. 

Q So talk about the information that you started 

drawing in the night of the attack and the day after. 

A Right. So from through the night into the next 

day, sort of the standard routine for the analysts would have 
tjeen -- what they did, because I saw the analysis that came 

from it Ijjlllllllll^lllllllllllllll^ 

So we 

reports, And that, along with any m|||^|||||||m[ 1 jtist 
don't remember if we had any|^^H||reporting in that first. 
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There was|||||||||^|[||||^^|||||||||||||||||||| reporti^ 

2 and then some open source, 

3 Q So as NCTC Director, McDonough tells you to contact 

4 Google. You have the conversation with the FBI about that. 

5 What role did you see yourself playing In those 24 hours 

6 after the attack? What was your focus? 

7 A My focus would have been primarily to make sure 

8 that our analysts were pulling all the threads, to gather the 

9 Information to understand both what was happening, but also 

10 to identify any additional threats that we were going to be 

11 facing or were facing. 

12 I remember being very concerned, along with others -- 

13 everyone else, really -- about certainly what happened in 

14 Benghazi and how quickly that was going to be resolved and 

15 how we were going to find out who did it, but also what other 

16 threats we were facing in the region in what appeared to 

17 us -- I mean, my sort of working hypotheses of sort of 

18 related sort of violent events targeting our diplomatic 

19 presence, So, like, what are we seeing, what's happening, so 

20 we can give a warning. 1 would say that was probably the 

2) number one goal, along with trying to figure out what 

22 happened in Benghazi. 

23 Q There are always threats out there. Is that fair 

24 to say? 

25 A Sure, In the 24 hours after Benghazi, were there 
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23 

any threats that kind of stuck out to you or the analysts, in 
addition to sort of the normal vagaries that you see? 

A I know that there were several other diplomat posts 
where there were demonstrations after Benghazi. Certainly, 
nothing rose to the level of either Cairo or Benghazi. So I 
don't remember anything, you know, like Tunis or any other 
place. We were mindful of that possibility, but I don't 
remember one rising up to be -- 

Q So you say your analysts were focused on sort of 
scouring the NSA wire to figure out what intel there was. 
Looking at CIA reports. You said that HUHINT was very 
limited at that point. Open source reporting. 

A Right. 

Q Did these trickle their way up to you? How did you 
learn about what may have happened? 

A So the way I learned about it was both being 
advised in my morning briefing the next morning, but then 
also we were producing -- this is something we would have 
{jone -- and I remember seeing this, sort of what we call spot 
reports, which was sort of here is exactly what is happening 
right this minute, pretty unfiltered analysis, but then a 
number of subsequent analytic products to try to bring the 
community -- to get a line, an analytic line on what happened 
at Benghazi , 

Q So when you say that "we" produce spot reporting. 
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are you talking like we at the IC or we as NCTC producing the 
spot reporting? 

A The spot reporting would have been NCTC, and not 
coordinated. Everything else would have been almost 
certainly -- or likely would been coordinated. 

Q Was there a point the night of the attack or the 
following day, or the following day, where you sort of had an 
initial assessment of what you believed had occurred in 
Benghazi? 

A I would say that it was --my judgment about it. my 
understanding of it, was sort of kind of in flux from the 
beginning, because there was so little information that we 
had available to really go on. 

You know, 1 have been through these sort of things, l 
was a prosecutor for a long time in the D.C. U.S. Attorneys 
Office for 10 years, and so very aware that the initial 
reports on things are almost always off a bit and sometimes 
wildly off. 

So I think it was Incumbent on me and others in my types 
of position to try to reserve our ultimate judgment about 
what happened. But, at the same time, the tension there, as 
you appreciate, Is that there is a strong demand signal for 
Information from policymakers, 

Q Of course. 

A So trying to do both of those things Is the 
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1 challenge. 

2 Q As the attack was unfolding, did you personally 

3 have an opinion that It may have been a terrorist attack? 

A A So I would say that I never from the outset looked 

5 at this as a terrorist attack. Like it never, to be honest, 

6 it never occurred to me to -- once it started and once we 

7 knew, for example, that the Annex had been targeted with 

8 mortar fire and we knew there were four Americans that were 

9 killed, then it was, from my vantage point, I didn't actually 

10 ask myself the question; Was it a terrorist attack? I, 

11 basically, as I look back, I assumed it was from the outset. 

j 2 Q When did you first learn that Al Qaeda was 

13 involved -- may have been involved? Not necessarily Al 

U Qaeda, but an offshoot of Al Qaeda, those with links to Al 

15 Qaeda. 

16 A Right. That was one of the early U||||reports 

17 that we got, that there was an individual who was involved in 

the who^^|||||||||^|||||||||||^||||||||||||||||||[||||||||||[||||||^ 

19 ^mHHIIIIIIIIIIH somebody who was connected to AQIM. 

20 So one other answer to your question, Carlton, about how 

21 we thought about this and ray own involvement in trying to 

22 give an assessment was one of the early opportunities I had 

23 to do that was with HPSCI. I went to HPSCI on the 13th for a 

24 briefing. And I had a page, or less, to go with, right? 

They were not very satisfied. 


25 
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1 Q I have read they were nonplussed that you didn't 

2 have very many answers for them. 

3 A Yeah, I had very few answers. And it was 

4 frustrating, obviously, for me, but it was more frustrating 

5 for the members of the committee to have so many questions. 

6 some of which I just didn't have answers to because we didn't 

7 know, but other questions were sort of answers, you know, 

8 would have been directed better at the State Department; for 

9 example, why there was only X number of DS agents. Perfectly 

10 appropriate, understandable questions, just I was not in a 

11 position to answer. And there was definitely frustration 

12 there in that sort of -- that was probably, you know, less 

13 than 48 hours after. 

14 Q Sure. That meeting with HPSCI, how did that come 

15 about? Is that something that you offered, is that something 

16 they asked for, did they ask for you specifically, or were 

17 you the administration representative to go up there? 

18 A I just don't remember how it came about. Whenever 

19 they asked to come, I pretty much went, right, so they may 

20 have just asked; There has been an attack, you know, and we 

21 want NCTC. We always tried to be really responsive. But it 

22 is also possible it was a regularly scheduled, because I had 

23 regularly scheduled roundtables with HPSCI. So it might have 

24 been that was just by coincidence. I just don't remember. 

25 Q I'm going to pass out Exhibit 1, 
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[Olsen Exhibit No. 1 

was marked for identification.] 


Hr. Olsen. Ken just reminded me. I basically -- I had 
so little information. One of the pieces was that AQIM 
l^^mreport that I mentioned to go to HPSCI with. 

So I had a little bit of Intel reporting, but I was 
really -- I was acutely aware that what I had was a fragment 
of the body of information that would tell us what had 
happened, and tried to make that point and emphasize that 
point. 


BY MR. DAVIS: 

Q Sure. So passing out Exhibit 1. This is a WIRe 
published on 13 September, 2012.. You've seen this document. 

I presume. 

A It looks familiar. 

Q Okay, Do you know if you reviewed it in 
preparation for -- 

A 1 don't know if I did. I may well have, 

Q All right. Let me turn your attention, I guess, to 
the fourth page. 

A The fourth? 

Q Fourth page. Footnote 30. Do you see that? 

A Yes. 

Footnote 30. ||^H||||||||H|||Hlii 

2012 : jj^^m^^mmiii^niiii 
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3 

A 

Yes. 


4 

Q 

This is Exhibit 1. 


5 

A 

Yes, 


6 

Q 

Presumably, is the^^^^^^f 

that you' re 

7 

talking about with the AQIM. 


g 

A 

This certainly looks like it. 


9 

Q 

And that's something you said you had 

very early 

10 

on? 



11 

A 



12 




13 

1 

mBut, anyway, yeah, this looks like 

-■ 

14 

Q 1 



15 

You can take look at it if you need more 

16 

time. If 

you did read it, it would have been provided to you 

17 

in either 

the PDB or your internal NCTC brief? 


18 

A 

Yes. And it's quite likely, given how focused we 

19 

were and 

given the date, that I would have seen 

this and read 


20 it at the time. 

21 Q Okay. You don't have any specific recollection of 

22 that, though. 

23 A No . 

24 


25 


Q At some point in the days following the attack, a 
narrative was emerging or an issue was emerging that there 
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may or may not have been protests prior to the attack. 

A Right. 

Q Do you recall when you first learned about that 
issue popping up? 

A I am, obviously, aware of the issue, I don't 
remember when I first learned of -- that that was -- I don't 
remember when I first learned. It may have been when I first 
sort of focused on it as an issue. Well, at least. I know I 
did focus on it as an issue on the Saturday after Benghazi 
during the Deputies call and Michael Horell mentioned during 
that -- it was a video call. Again, it was a Saturday 
morning. I was at NCTC. And he talked about how he had 
gotten an email or a cable from the station in Libya in which 
I think it was a station chief was saying that there was not 
3 protest. 

So that would have been, right, so 5 days afterward. 

And Michael said at the time -- 1 recall him saying: We re 
looking at that right now. The analysts have looked at it, 
but given what we have, we’re sticking with what we have been 
saying so far, that there was a protest, notwithstanding the 
sort of different view. 

So whether I thought it about It before then, I don't 
know, but I definitely thought about it that morning. 

Q Do you recall whether you knew that the CIA had 

said that there were protests prior to the call? Was that 
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1 something that was even on your radar? 

2 A My feeling today is that that was news to me to 

3 hear that that Saturday morning, that I had not heard before, 

4 and there wouldn’t be a natural channel for me to learn that 

5 from the station chief. In other words, he wouldn't have 

6 sent me an email that he sent to Morell, If that answers your 

7 question. 

8 Q Well. I just want to clarify. When you say it's 

9 news to you, the fact that the chief of station said there 

10 may not have been a protest or just the general discussion of 

11 protests? 

12 A I don't remember specifically on the general 

13 discussion. It's possible that I was aware of a general 

14 discussion around the question of whether there had been a 

15 protest or not before that Saturday morning. I don't 

16 remember. 

17 Q Is that something you or your analysts were focused 

18 on, the question as to whether or not there were protests? 

19 A You know, I don't remember it being a central focus 

20 of our attention. And as I've thought about it since, I’ve 

21 wondered, and ray sense is that it probably would have not 

22 been a central focus because our focus was on who, why, where 

23 they are, whether they were connected to other people, who 

24 within Al Qaeda, perhaps, was Involved, if there are were 

other Al Qaeda elements, and then where the threats were, 
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The question of whether or not there had been a protest, 
I just don't remember that being at all a central focus. I 
do remember, as I said, that Saturday morning. 

Q Sure. That's fair, So I just handed out 
Exhibit 2. 

[Olsen Exhibit No. 2 

was marked for identification.] 

BY MR. DAVIS: 

Q It's an email from you to a group of folks. 
September 15th, 2012, 11:15 a.m. It's in response to an 
email from Michael Horell. which is on page 2? 

A Right, 

Q So I have several questions for you about this 

particular document. 

Do you remember this email stream? 

A Yes. 

Q So the first question is. so Morell sends an email 

with the talking paints, looking for signoff from you and 
some other folks. You say: "Michael -- This looks good to 
me," And then you send him an attachment that says: "These 
are the points that OONI leg sent to Ruppersberger yesterday 
afternoon based on his request." 

So can talk about the impetus for your talking points 

that you included in this email? 

A Sure. So the talking points that I included in 
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1 this email arose from the briefing that I mentioned, which 

2 was on the 13th, where I was at HP5CI and provided that 

3 session -- which, again, didn't answer a lot of questions. 

4 but everything I knew at the time, which was limited. 

5 At the end of that. Chairman -- what I recall for my 

6 briefing. Chairman Rogers was there only for a short period 

7 of time. He had left and left it over to Congressman 

8 Ruppersberger as the vice chairman or ranking member. And 

9 then at the end of that to sort of run the meeting -- and 

10 then at the end of that. Congressman Ruppersberger asked me 

11 or me and my leg person who was there with me for 

12 unclassified talking points that he could use to answer 

13 questions publicly, 

14 And so we went back to the office and my leg affairs 

15 person, who is Joe v|[|||||||||||[^| as I recall, he drafted up 

16 these points. At some point, I saw them and said they were 

17 fine, I don't remember changing anything or having any role 

18 in drafting them. I do recall that I looked at them and said 

19 they're good, go ahead and send them over. And so that's how 

20 they came to be. 

21 Q Estimated length of time between when you got back 

22 to the office and when these were sent over to HP5CI? 

23 A I can sort of piece it together. I don't have a 

24 recollection today, but I say in this note that we sent them 

25 yesterday afternoon, so that would have been Friday, and l 
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would have been at HPSCI on Thursday, on the i3th. 

Q So it would have been over the course of a day? 

A Yeah, 24 hours to maybe more, but definitely from 
one day to the next. The next day they are sent over. 

Q So after you kind of give your leg affairs person 
the thumbs up, do you know if he sent them straight over or 
do you know if he coordinated them with other individuals or 
other entities? 

A I've talked to him about it. I believe, based on 
that, that he sent them directly and that it didn't go 
around, for example, to interagency. 

Q Why didn't they go to the interagency? 

A I don't know the answer. I mean, you could talk to 
him. It didn't strike me at the time. If the question Is 
sort of like why wouldn't I have directed him to send them 
around, I would probably have thought it was appropriate, 
under the circumstances, given the nature of the request, 
that that would be something that would be fine to send to 
Ruppersberger to the committee, to HPSCI. 

Q So without coordinating. 

A Yeah. 

Q So they should not necessarily have been 
coordinated, is what you're saying. 

A It wasn't that there was anything wrong with 
coordinating them, It just didn't strike me at the time that 
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1 it was something that we would necessarily feel we needed to 

2 do, 

3 So sitting here today, and then -- what I recall, too, 

4 is at the time when Michael Morell sent h1s around, I was 

5 like, well, I should show you what we already provided to 

6 HP5CI, That was actually literally what went through my 

7 head. At the time when we sent them over, it didn't occur to 

8 me that it was necessary to coordinate those. 

9 Q So you said Morell talked about this at the 

10 Deputies on Saturday morning? 

11 A Yes, 

12 Q Was that the first time you had heard that they 

13 were doing a set of talking points for HPSCI? 

14 A Yes. That was the first time I heard, 

15 Q Did you have any follow-up conversations with 

16 Michael Morell outside of this email chain about these 

17 talking points? 

18 A Not about them before they went up. In other 

19 words, I have since talked to him about the talking points 

20 issue, right. I think this was the only communication I had 

21 about sort of the substance of the talking points before that 

22 day, and then I assume they went up that day. 

23 Q Were you surprised to learn that the CIA was also 

24 doing a set of talking points for HPSCI? 

25 A No, No. I wasn't actually surprised to learn that, 
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because I think I knew that Director Petraeus had been to 
HPSCI . It didn't surprise me to learn that they might have 
asked him the same thing that they asked me. 

Q Were you surprised to learn that these talking 
points, the ones from the CIA, were being coordinated with 
the Interagency? 

A No. It didn’t surprise me. In fact, I think 
probably it struck me as quite reasonable to do that, to 
share them at that point. From what I recall, again, looking 
back, is that I -- he was coordinating his, and it struck me 
we should send what we sent around so they have the benefit 

of seeing what we already sent. 

Q Let me ask you this. So you can look at your 

talking points. 

A Right. 

Q I want you to look at them and tell me if anything 

in there is inaccurate, I'm asking about your talking 
points . 

A I'll read them again carefully, 

Q Sure, sure. 

Mr. Wainstein. Inaccurate based on the knowledge now or 
back then? 

Mr. Davis . Correct. Based on the knowledge now. 

Mr, Olsen. So I mean, I think that they are accurate. 
They were accurate then. I think they remain accurate. 
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BY MR. DAVIS; 

Q Let's look at Michael Morell's talking points. If 
you can read those briefly and tell me if there is anything 
that you know now to be inaccurate about those talking 
points. That you know now to be inaccurate. 

A Right. 

Q It is not a trick question. 

A Right. 

Q Is there anything in there? 

A That is not accurate today? 

Q You know now to be not accurate. 

A There Is ways in which it probably -- I have, 

obviously, talked to Michael about it -- that it could have 
been more artfully drafted. 

Q Let me read the first sentence; "The currently 

available information suggests that the demonstrations in 
Benghazi were spontaneously inspired by the protests at the 
U.S. Embassy in Cairo," et cetera, et cetera. 

Were there demonstrations in Benghazi, I guess is my 
question . 

A The term ''demonstrations" is probably the least 

sort of helpful, because, you know, it was obviously an 
attack in Benghazi. 

Q Sure. 

A And there were no -- it didn't say this, but the 
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word "demonstrations" evokes that you have a protest, which 
we know now there was no protest. 

Q Here is what I ant getting at. On these two pages, 
there are two sets of talking points. 

A Right. 

Q There are your talking points from NCTC and then 
there are the CIA talking points. Both sets of talking 
points were for HPSCI. okay? One -- and this is my view -- 
seemed to undergo some arbitrary bureaucratic process that 
ended up with inaccuracies. One was done within a particular 
agency that was sent over. Those were correct. 

So why did one go through this process and one didn t go 
through this process? That’s just what I'm trying to ask you 
about . 

A That is a fair question. I think there is nothing 
wrong, and would have even, and if I had thought about it at 
the time, with our talking points, would have been good to 
get input from the CIA analysts or the other analysts. 

Again. I have thought a lot about this and read a lot 
about it since then, right? I think having -- there are 
concerns about having public affairs people at times get 
involved. But there is nothing per se wrong, I wouldn't 
have thought at the time, nor today, that if we had taken 
what we drafted and sent it over to -- it I sent It to 
Horell. for example, that would have been maybe even a good 


25 



210 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 
10 
11 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 


25 


" TO/aci — 

thing to do, you know what I mean, like a wise and prudent 
thing to do. But it's also not against our sort of approach. 
It's one thing to -- we would always want to -- for certain 
types of analytic products, we say we coordinate those, we 
coordinate those across the IC. 

Talking points is sort of a one-off. It Is not like me 
actually saying, like, if Congressman Ruppersberger had said, 
"Hey. what can we say? What can I say unclassified today? I 
am going to walk out of here and someone is going to ask me. 
what can I say?" And I would say: "Here is what you should 
say." And I might even convey that orally. 

So that's kind of how I thought it about. 

Q The analytic products that are coordinated 
throughout the interagency, those tend to be almost 
predominantly classified. 

A True, 

Q Is that right? 

A True. yeah. 

Q These are talking points. They were meant to be 
unclassified. That was the request. 

A That was the whole point, right. 

Q So isn't it different applying the process of 
interagency coordination for classified sort of assessment 
versus talking points that were meant to be publicized? 

A I do think the classification issue is relevant, 
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but it 1s not really dispositive, because you might, even in 
an unclassified statement, you might decide you want it to be 
the voice of the IC behind that statement. I think it has 
more to do with just the nature of the request and what we 
were trying to accomplish than whether it was classified or 
not . 

Q You said that the email from Morell was the first 
time you sawing the talking points. The discussion at the 
Deputies was the first time you learned about these 
particular talking points. Did you at the time have any 
understanding of any changes that had been made, outside of 
the email you got from Morell, in the talking points drafting 
process? 

A Yes. The one Issue that Michael Morell talked 
about during that video conference was -- what I recall was 
that he mentioned that there was some language in there about 
prior threat warnings that the CIA had given. And he 
mentioned during this call that he had taken that out or was 
going to take that out or recommended it be taken out. 
Basically, my impression was that he had decided that that 
would be taken out because he thought it would sort of 
unfairly point a finger at the State Department as not having 
done enough and sort of had a feel of being a CYA, if 1 can 
use that term -- 
Q Sure, 


iIOi'DOI 



212 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
II 


12 


13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 




40 


A -- sort Of thing for the CIA to do. And I remember 
thinking at the time: That's right, you know, yes. 

Unclassified talking points for HPSCl is not the place to 
start saying we knew this and we told you. There will be 
plenty of time for that. I say that jokingly, okay. I did 
remember thinking he is making the right call. 

Q I want to turn your attention to the HPSCl talking 
points on page 2. The last sentence of the first bullet, it 
says: "There are indications that extremists participated in 
the violent demonstrations." 

A Right. 

Q Do you know what that is referring to -- may be 

referring to? 

A I assume -- I don't know for sure -- I assume that 
it's a reflection of, for example. that^^Jreport and other 
limited reports at the time. 

Q Okay. Do you recall ever actually reading that|||m|| 

report? 


A No, I don't recall ever reading the actual 
underlying report. 

Q So someone says there is anJUreport or there Is 
im^Hthat says X, and obviously you're going to take it at 
face value. 

A Yeah. And given the way it came to me in the 
reporting that I saw. Yeah, I was confident that I could 





213 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 


23 


24 

25 


rely on it in the analysis I was seeing, 

Q Have you since learned about any issues with that 

particular report? 

A Not that I recall. 

Q Okay. Susan Rice, the next day, went on the Sunday 
morning talk shows. Did you watch her while she went on 
shows or did you hear about it later that day, what she may 
have said? 

A I definitely heard about it. I don't remember if I 
watched it. I don't think I did watch it at the time. 1 
don't typically watch the Sunday shows. But I definitely, 
obviously, heard about it with, if not that day, the next 
day, and then read transcripts, 

Q You definitely obviously heard about it. 

A Yeah. 

Q Why is that so definite? Why do you recall such a 

A Because it became -- well, obviously since then, it 

has become such a focus of attention, 

Q Sure. But at the time, how or why were you told 

about her appearance? 

A I ]ust don't remember the first time I would have 
heard about it or learned about her appearance. 

Q You said you read the transcripts. Was that at the 

time? 
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1 A No, subsequent, subsequent. 

2 Q When you were told about her appearance or you 

3 learned about her appearance either that Sunday or that 

4 Monday, do you recall thinking, "Oh, that sounds about 

5 right"? Do you recall thinking that she had maybe gone a 

6 little further than what you may have done or you knew? Do 

7 you have any thoughts about what she said? Again, at the 

8 time. 

9 A At the time, it's hard to parse out my view at the 

10 time versus my few weeks, month, years later. But, you know, 

11 I would say that at the time -- I remember having thoughts 

12 about it at the time. Obviously, I subsequently testified, 

13 And so I am aware of the -- I became aware of this 

14 controversy around what I said before the Senate Homeland 

15 Committee and what Secretary Rice -- Ambassador Rice said, 

16 So, you know, I remember at the time thinking more or 

17 less that what she said was -- I remember thinking that what 

18 she said was accurate, given the information that we were 

19 putting out in our analysis. 

20 What I remember, though, is also thinking that she in 

21 some ways was more unequivocal about what she was saying than 

22 we were being. So it was more almost the demeanor and sort 

23 of the way in which she phrased her comments on the Sunday 

24 shows that I thought was, again, more certain than we felt 

25 the information supported. 
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1 Mr, Davis ■ All right. So I'm at 52 minutes. I think 

2 we will stop now because the next topic I was going to jump 

3 into was your testimony. That'll take more than 8 minutes, 

4 So we'll stop now and take a break and we'll assess the path 

5 forward. 

6 [Recess.] 
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1 [2:50 p.m.] 

2 BY MR. DAVIS; 

3 Q We're back on the record. 

4 So a couple very brief follow-up questions, and then we 

5 can dive into the documents. 

6 In our discussion about the talking points last hour, 

7 you said something along the lines of public affairs 

8 individuals being involved. Can you expand on that as to 

9 whether or not you viewed that as a positive, a negative, or 

10 what you meant when you mentioned "public affairs 

11 individuals"? 

12 A My sense is influenced by having talked to Michael 

13 Morell and sort of followed the controversy around the 

14 talking points since this all happened and how important it 

15 is for the intelligence analysts to have control over the 

16 substance of anything that is put out. whether it's in a 

17 formal analytic product or talking points. And I think. 

18 certainly, you need to work with the public affairs folks and 

19 congressional affairs folks as the conduit and as sort of the 

20 liaison and also just the coordinating mechanism for 

21 intelligence information to flow, particularly to Congress. 

22 But when it comes to the substance, then that's a place where 

23 you have to be really careful to make sure that, you know, 

24 what the substance of the analysis is. is up to the analysts. 
That was my thought when I said that. 
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Q Is that going to matter whether -- talking points, 
for example -- whether they're classified or unclassified? 

A No, it really doesn't. The issue is the same 
whether it’s classified or unclassified in terms of the 
importance of the independence and authority of the analysts 
over the substance, 

Q So the NCTC talking points, obviously, HPSCI asked 
you for those in an unclassified manner. Do you recall 
occasions where you've provided classified talking points to 
HPSCI? 

A No, because, again, sort of the whole idea behind 
it was so that the Members would have something to be able to 
say, And my probably critical focus was. one. accuracy, but, 
you know, second was sensitivity, so that what we were giving 
to HPSCI was not -- wouldn’t disclose any information that 
was classified or certainly, you know, compromised any 
sources or methods. 

And, in fact, that's why, in retrospect, looking back, 
you know, that what we provided -- now, what we provided when 
I read it, I remember -- and I think, today -- what NCTC, I 
should say, provided was very limited in terms of the amount 

of actual factual information. 

Q I was looking over it again, and I thought it 
was -- it was my assessment, you know, six or seven bullets 
points, you say a lot without saying anything. 


25 



218 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
11 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


A Which is -- you know, to be honest, that was -- we 
want to give the Members something that they can point to. 
but we also -- again, we were very early -- 

Q Sure. 

A -- and we didn't know much -- 

Q Sure. 

A -- and we also -- it's an unclassified setting. 

But if you were saying more specifically, that definitely 
militates in favor of coordinating. For example, if there is 
an FBI equity, you know, in something you're saying, you 
know, about who might have been involved and what is now an 
ongoing investigation, you would want -- I would feel like at 
the time -- and today -- I would feel that it would be right 
to talk to, for example, at the time, Sean Joyce and say: 

Here is what we're putting out. We want to make sure this Is 
you don't have an Issue with that from -- in a way that 
NCTC Is not appreciating the FBI perspective. 

That's why I understand and I understood at the time why 
Morell would want to circulate that, and whereas what we said 
was so limited factually that it didn't occur to me that it 
would be necessary to get that input. 

Q When you sent your talking points over there, were 
you expecting them to represent the views of Matt Olsen, of 
NCTC, or sort of the greater IC in general? 

A I think, inevitably, it would represent the views 
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of the IC, perhaps, because that's the role that NCTC played, 
but they were clearly sent over as NCTC -- you know, from 
NCTC to HPSCI. 

Q And did you have any Idea whether the talking 
points that the CIA sent over were supposed to reflect the 
views of the CIA in particular or the greater IC as a whole? 

A I interpreted it at the time, because I, you know, 

I was part of the coordination process with Michael Morell 
that Saturday, that they would represent sort of the IC view 
of the facts as we knew them at the time. 

[Olsen Exhibit No. 3 

was marked for identification.] 

BY MR. DAVIS: 

Q Okay. Let's go to exhibit 3. 

A Okay. 

Q And this is document No. SCB0051480. It's actually 
an email from Bernadette Meehan to Cheryl Mills. But the 
subject is "Olsen Transcript." And below is an email from 
Shawn Turner to several folks, and it appears to be a 
transcript of the hearing before HSGAC, on September 19th, 
2012. 

So I have a couple of questions about this particular 
document -- really, about the hearing transcript. 

So if you turn to page 487 -- 51487 -- I'm sorry. It's 
at the very bottom right? 
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A Oh, okay. 

Q 51487. 

A Page 487. Okay. 

Q Yes. So I want to direct your attention to your 

opening statement, My first question here is; Who drafted 
your opening statement, If you can recall? 

A The typical way that this would have gone is that 
the -- that there Is -- an initial draft is prepared by 
our -- you know, one or two people -- I don't know the 
time frame -- who are congressional affairs for NCTC who 
would pull together information from the analysts and then 
put together a written statement for the record for -- and I 
would have -- I had a -- I typically took a pretty prominent 
role in editing that document. 

And So again, I don't specifically recall the written 
statement for the record, but the typical process would be I 
would get a draft, and I'd have a role 1n editing it and in 
approving it before it would be submitted. That would be the 
written statement for the record. 

So 1f -- for this, which would be a version of the 
written statement, right? So what I would typically do is 
take the written statement and cut it down in length to an 
oral statement that would be more appropriate for the 
setting. 

And I can give you a little more further elaboration, 



which is to say I went back and looked. In the written 
statement, I don't mention Benghazi, as I read ray written 
statement for the record, which made me think it must have 
been submitted before Benghazi, That's the only way that 
would make sense. And we typically tried to get it to the 
committee, I don't know, a week before or whatever, but I -- 

Q Well, that's interesting because -- and I didn't 
mean to cut you off. 

A That's all right. 

Q So paragraphs 2 and 3 of your statement, of your 
oral statement, mentioned Benghazi in particular? 

A Yes. 

Q So there's a chance that the written statement may 
have been submitted, you know, more than a week in advance? 

A I think that's right. That's what I -- when I went 
back and read the written statement for the record. I don't 
remember seeing -- I looked, and I didn't see any reference 
to Benghazi. So I, obviously, do reference it here: so I 
would've been involved in sort of recrafting this to, 
obviously, address Benghazi in my oral statement. 

Q So you don't know if this particular statement was 
shared with others outside NCTC before it was submitted to 
HSGAC? 

A I don't know. I don't know. Yeah. This, 1 
just -- this 1 would've -- the oral statement -- yeah, 1 
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don't know If I would've -- if it would've been circulated. 
Yeah . 

Q All right. So let's jump ahead. 

A Okay. 

Q We're going to go to page 51491. 

A Okay. 

Q So this is Senator Lieberman's questioning. It was 
the very first question of the hearing. And I'm going to go 
to the fourth paragraph here. 

And Senator Lieberman says: "So let me begin by asking 
you whether you would say that Ambassador Stevens and the 
three other Americans died as a result of a terrorist 
attack. " 

Your answer: "Certainly on that particular question, l 
would say, yes, they were killed in the course of a terrorist 
attack on our embassy." 

A Yes. 

Q We can discuss this, I guess, a little later, but 
this is sort of a well-known turning point in terms of 
information coming from administration officials as to what 
happened regarding the Benghazi attack. 

Did you approach this hearing knowing that you were 
going to publicly acknowledge that what happened in Benghazi 
was a terrorist attack? 

A No. It was -- 1ri fact. It was a question that, 
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until Senator Lieberman posed it. it didn't really even occur 
to me during my preparation for the hearing, which, you know, 
sitting here today, looking back, even to rae -- you know, 
maybe -- I wonder If I should've been more thoughtful about 
whether to think about that question. But when he framed the 
question was really the first time, sort of, the thought was 
occurring to me about how to answer the question of whether 
this was a terrorist attack. 

Q You had no indication up until that moment that he 
was going to ask you that question? 

A No. No. And, you know, we had had prep sessions 

for me to get ready for this hearing. And I should add, you 

know, this hearing was a previously scheduled -- 

Q Sure. 

A you know, a regularly scheduled update, right? 

Q I understand that. 

A So then Benghazi's the intervening factor. But I 

did have some time to prepare and talk to folks and talk to 
my leg team, and we never, as I recall, we never talked about 

that particular question. 

[Olsen Exhibit No. 4 

was marked for identification.] 

BY MR, OAVIS: 

Q Okay. Let's look at exhibit 4. You can kind of 
lay it side by side. 
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' I ' JlJ ' JJili 

A Yeah. 

Q We might jump back and forth. 

So exhibit 4. This is an email. It's document 
C05561987. It'S an email from Bernadette Meehan to Victoria 
Nuland and ||||^|||||||||||||||^ Again, you're on this 

chain. 

I want to direct your attention down to the bottom 
email, from Bernadette Meehan to Victoria Nuland. and I will 
just read it really quickly, 

A Sure. 

Q "I am rushing to Jay's prep, and will circle up 

with the broader group after, but wanted to flag that Matt 
Olsen from NCTC will be on the Hill this morning, along with 
FBI and DHS. It is a prescheduled session," as you just 
noted, "but we expect that the Q&A will focus heavily on the 
Libya attacks, 

"Wanted to flag that in all caps IF ASKED, Matt 
will use the line," and then there are a couple -- then 
there's a bullet point there about indications that some of 
the extremists involved may be linked to Al Qaeda or its 
affiliates , 

So you mentioned a prep session earlier. 

A Yes, 

Q Who participated in your prep session for this 

particular hearing, If you can recall? 
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A Joe is our -- my leg person, and then 

some analysts -- I don't remember who -- and possibly Nick 
Rasmussen . 

Q So all internal NCTC? 

A Oh. yeah. It's just internal, yes, 

Q So I read this email from Bernadette Meehan to 
Victoria Nuland. It seems to me that, you know, if asked, 
you will use the line, and then there's a line about linking 
the attack to Al Qaeda or its affiliates. 

Is that something that you had had discussions with 
outside of NCTC? 

A Yes. So not outside but on that particular point I 
have a very specific recollection of talking to -- internally 
-- particularly to Joe Vealencis in the preparation for this 
hearing, and if it was -- it probably was the day before -- 
and saying: I am going to -- I want to talk about the Al 
Qaeda connection. The Al Qaeda connection, largely coming 
just from that onejUm'eport we've talked about that 
linked one of the participants to AQIH, was a prominent fact 
in our analysis. 

And 1 specifically recall talking to Joe about: This is 
what I'm going to say If asked about who was involved. And 
we talked about coordinating that point -- in other words, 
basically alerting the interagency leg, you know, sort of 
team -- that that was going to be part of my testimony, and 
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1 being aware at the time too that that was a fact that was -- 

2 you know, had not really been, I think, out in the public 

3 domain up until that point. I remember being aware of that, 

4 thinking it was important that it be part of my testimony, 

5 and wanting to make sure that that was something that was 

6 made, you know, part of the coordination process. 

7 Q Do you know why it wasn't out in the public domain 

8 up till that point? 

9 A No. I mean, in other words, nobody had said it. 

10 but I don't know why no one had mentioned it, right? 

11 Q You said you talked to Joe, who worked on the leg 

12 affairs team, Did you, personally, have any conversations 

13 with folks outside of NCTC about this particular point on A1 

14 Qaeda? 

15 A Not that I recall. And I should go back to my last 

16 answer, which is, you know, that the CIA talking points 

17 made -- you know, Michael Morell's talking points made some 

18 reference to extremists, looking at indications that 

19 extremists were involved. This seemed to me to be. you know. 

20 certainly consistent with that but more to the point, you 

21 know, more to the point of looking at indications. Again, 

22 even the way -- as It turns out. I basically -- as l 

23 testified, I had not seen this email before, but as I 

24 testified, it pretty much follows what was sent around for 

coordination in terms of what I actually said. 
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So I had 3 pretty strong -- in other words, this is an 
indication to me, sitting here today, that I had a pretty . 
strong sense of how I wanted to phrase that -- 

Q Sure. 

A -- so as not to go too far. 

Q Do you recall what the response was from other 

individuals in the interagency when it was known -- when it 
became known that you were going to stress this point if 
asked? 

A I don't recall any reaction, but 1 would have 
expected Joe tell me if there was a very -- if 

there was a strong negative reaction. That's kind of the 
idea of coordinating, to find out if there are any concerns 
that merit, you know, further conversation, and I don't 
recall hearing that there were any such concerns expressed. 

Q Was there a concern on your end -- you mentioned 
the one that came out shortly after the 

attack -- the fact that that was, in fact, a im report 
and saying this in an open session, that there were links to 
A1 Qaeda? 

A What that meant to me was that -- and we also had 
indications of Ansar al-5haria being involved. I think at 
that point, the group, you know, with some degree of alliance 
with A1 Qaeda. That was why 1 phrased it in a somewhat 
conditional, somewhat equivocal way, that, you know, we were 
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1 looking at -- let me find exactly what I said. 

2 Q Well, let's look at 51492. 

3 A Okay, 

4 Q That's the next page. It's the top of that page. 

5 A Right. 

6 Q I'm just going to look at the last sentence in your 

7 response. "We're looking at indications that individuals 

8 involved in the attack may have connections to al-Qaida or 

9 al-Qaida's affiliates 

10 A Right. 

11 Q in particular" AQIM. 

12 A So that's exactly -- I appreciate that, because 

13 that is -- when you asked the question about, you know, 

14 potentially the classified nature of the information that was 

15 underlying this, that was why I phrased it in that way as 

16 opposed to more specifically than, you know, considering the 

17 information I knew at the time. 

18 Q Do you recall, on that particular point about the 

19 m whether you had had conversations with anybody outside of 

20 NCTC about knowing that fact coming from thej^^or whether it 

21 had come from other sources in addition? 

22 A Today -- as I sit here today, I think that we had 

23 multiple different sources that would have supported that, 

24 and it wasn't simply the jjl^^eport. Although, the AQIM 
reference only 
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Q Okay. I want to get exhibit 4 really quickly. I 
have two questions on this. 

A Okay, 

Mr. Wainstein, Can I have 1 second? 

Mr. Davis . Yeah, of course. 

{Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Olsen. So if I can go back and just give a little 
more elaboration on my thinking on the -- my mentioning of A1 
Qaeda . 

So part of ray thought was, if you recall, I had been 
before HP5CI the week before, shortly after the attack, and I 
had actually talked about, you know, obviously, the 
classified reporting at that time. We had -- you know-, 
several days had gone by. I was more aware of additional 
reporting, as I recall, I don't remember specifically what. 

But my thought at the time was this is not overly 
sensitive, and it is the kind of information that I was 
concerned, if we didn't -- if I didn't say this in response 
to a question about Who was responsible for this attack, it 
would be an omission that would be glaring in the -- you 
know, as, one, Congress Members, themselves, were aware of 
this, right? Some of them serving on HP5CI or SSCI may well 
have seen the reporting, So it seemed to me the right thing 
to do to avoid being, you know, viewed as not being as 
forthcoming as I could be, even if it went beyond what had 
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been publicly stated, 

So that was my thinking at the time, why I thought that 
that was an Important point to make and why I actually 
focused on it in advance of the hearings, so that folks would 
know that I was going to say it, 

BY MR, DAVIS; 

Q So going to exhibit 4 really quickly. At the very 
bottom of the page is a sentence. "Hopefully won't come up, 
but wanted to flag just in case." Do you know why she would 
have said hopefully don't come up? 

A No. 

Q Do you know who Bernadette Meehan is? 

A No. 

Q You don't know who she is? 

A [Nonverbal response.] 

Q Okay. 

A I assume a State Department person, but I don't -- 
but I don't know. 

Q Okay. But you don't know why an Individual -- 
she's in the administration -- you don't know why an 
individual would have said "hopefully won't come up" on the 
AQIM topic? 

A No. You know, I just don't. I just don't. 


25 


Obviously, I could speculate, but 1 don't know. 

Q Okay. We've seen indications from other 



individuals that, when asked specific questions about the 
attack, they would refer it to the ongoing FBI 
investigation -- 

A Right. 

Q -- and just kind of say we're waiting for the 
investigation to unfold, and we'll draw our conclusions when 
that's completed. 

Why didn't you say that in regards to, A. whether or not 
it was a terrorist attack, and, B, who was responsible for 
perpetrating the attack? 

A You know, my general sense and my approach was to 
be as forthcoming and open as possible with Congress and, you 
know, as a consequence In an open hearing with the American 
public about what we could talk about. You know, there are 
many opportunities to say, you know, I'm only going to talk 
about, you know, what -- this is the FBI's investigation 
or to not answer the question. 

To me, you know, the NCTC was created to answer these 
exact questions, and there are. you know, there are facts 
that the intelligence community can put onto a public record 
that are helpful to Congress and to the American people to 
understand not only what happened, but the broader context of 
the nature of the terrorist threat and all the types of 
information that are, you know, I think, appropriately part 
of the public discourse on terrorism. And so that was my 
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1 approach when I was in office, 

2 Q Sure, 

3 A And that -- I brought that to bear on this 

4 particular set of Issues. 

5 Q Was there anything about the FBI Investigation that 

6 prohibited you from either, A, saying It was a terrorist 

7 attack, or, B, drawing a link to AQIM? 

8 A No, nothing that I -- no, I don't -- certainly not 

9 the question of whether it was a terrorist attack or the way 

10 I phrased the answer to the question on who was 

11 responsible -- on the connections to -- you know, potential 

12 connections to terrorist groups. 

13 Q So if nothing about the ongoing Investigation 

14 prohibited you from saying that, then why would others refer 

15 to the ongoing investigation when asked those very same 

16 questions? 

17 A You know, I. obviously, don't know exactly why 

18 others. I do think there's a range of reasonable', you know, 

19 approaches to this question. In other words, I don't think 

20 there is one right approach. 

21 Q Let's hear some of the options of why they might 

22 rely on the FBI Investigation instead of answering the 

23 question. 

24 A Well, you know, actually, a little bit. I would say 

25 I was drawing on my own experience, having been a prosecutor 
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! and having been -- having worked at the FBI, having worked at 

2 DOJ , You know. I have raaybe more comfort with where these 

3 lines are. 

4 I get that there need to be lines about what you can say 

5 and what you can't say, and there are sensitivities and 

6 equities that are really important. But 1 had sort of 

7 navigated those as a prosecutor and as a DOJ official and in 

8 the NSA as the general counsel to the point where 1 was, you 

9 know, reasonably confident in niy ability to make those 

10 judgments. 

11 But I certainly would acknowledge that others with less 

12 experience or less, you know, confidence in their ability 

13 would feel more comfortable simply deferring to others, and I 

14 think that's a reasonable approach for others to take. 

15 Q Sure. As a prosecutor, the facts are very 

16 important to you. A fact is a fact, and you're going to 

17 Share what that fact may be -- is that fair to say? -- as 

18 opposed to being concerned about public relations, in lack of 

19 a better phrase, or the impression people might get? 

20 A That’s basically right, and that's sort of -- that 

21 Is the approach of being a prosecutor in terms of reliance on 

22 facts. I'm not -- 1 shouldn't, you know, lead you to believe 

23 that I'm completely oblivious to -- 

24 Q Of course. 

25 A -■ the public impression that you can leave and the 
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1 Importance that that has too. 

2 Q All right. Let's go back to exhibit 3 in your 

3 testimony. I'm on page 491, 51491. 

4 The third paragraph of your second answer, n begins: 

5 "It appears that individuals do you see that? Let me 

6 just read it. "It appears that individuals who were 

7 certainly well-armed seized on the opportunity presented as 

8 the events unfolded that evening and into the -- into the 

9 morning hours of September 12th," 

10 My question to you is: When you say, "seized on the 

11 opportunity presented," what were you referring to at that 

12 point, if you can recall, what opportunity in particular? 

13 A So I think at this point in time that was 

14 consistent with the analysis that we were -- that we were 

15 putting out on the opportunistic nature of the attack based 

16 on the information we had. So as I look back on that 

17 particular phrase, you know, certainly we knew that there 

18 were Individuals who were well armed In Benghazi. We knew 

19 that there were many people involved in the attacks, and we 

20 didn't -- and we didn't have a bead on what motivated them. 

21 I think that's kind of where we were from an analytic 

22 Standpoint. And we didn't have any indication that there was 

23 external direction or significant preplanning. 

24 So I think all of those factors led me to that 

25 formulation of seizing on an opportunity that presented as 
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the events unfolded that evening. 

Now, I think -- so 1 think that's the answer. As I'm 
sitting here trying to remember, you know, we were -- at this 
point, we were still concerned about -- I think we were still 
relying on the notion that there had been a protest, and I 
think that also led to this. 

Q When you say "we" were relying on the notion that 
there was a protest, "we" being? 

A The intelligence community generally. 

Q Okay. So at this point -- and I've lived this the 
last year of my life. 

A Yeah. 

Q I understand you've been doing other things, 

A I appreciate that. Right. 

Q So your testimony was on the 19th. On the 18th. 
the U.S. Government, specifically the CIA, received a 
write-up from the Libyan Intel Service about what was on the 
closed-circuit television cameras -- 

A Right. 

Q --at the compound. 

Are you familiar with that generally speaking? 

A Generally speaking, I am, yes. 

Q Do you know when you learned about that writeup or 
what was on the contents of that camera? 

A I don't remember that -- 
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1 Q Okay. 

2 A -- when I learned that. You know, I don't remember 

3 when I learned that. And I don't remember it, even at this 

4 point in time, we were starting to -- you know, obviously, we 

5 had had that conversation on Saturday with Morell and sort of 

6 -- there was conflicting information from the station. 

7 Q Right, 

8 A How far along that had gotten, I don't know, 

9 Q Well, that's fair. Okay. 

10 I want to keep your attention on the paragraph we were 

11 discussing. The next sentence says; "We do know that a 

12 number of militants In the area, as I mentioned, are 

13 well-armed and maintain those arms, What we don't have at 

14 this point is specific intelligence that there was a 

15 significant advanced planning or coordination for the 

16 attack," 

17 The next sentence: "Again, we're still developing facts 

18 and still looking for any indications of substantial advanced 

19 planning." 

20 A Right. 

21 Q So one question here. In one sentence, you mention 

22 "significant advanced planning," the next sentence you're 

23 looking for any indications of "substantial advanced 

24 planning." 

25 Again, this is a specific question: Did you know at 
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that point whether there were any indications of any advanced 
planning -- substantial, significant, or otherwise? 

A And It's a good question, and I think at the 
time -- I know what I was thinking at the time by adding In 
those modifiers, 1s that, you know, given just what we know 
about the facts of the attacks, and, you know, the multiple 
attacks, and particularly the mortar attacks -- it didn't -- 
it certainly would not -- didn't seem wise for me to 
foreclose the possibility that there was planning involved, 
ri ght? 

I mean, it just -- what I knew about it at that point 
suggested that there certainly could have been some degree of 
planning that went into, you know, understanding where the 
Americans were, understanding how to bring a number of 
militants together at the same place and the same time. That 
also suggested to me some planning, so that's why I focused 
on "substantial" or "significant." 

Q Do you recall being aware at this time knowing 

whether or there was an Ijjl^^^lillllllll^^H 

Do e s 

bell? 

A I know -- I think I know which report you're 
talking about, but I don't think we knew that. I don't think 
I knew that at the time. 
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Q Okay. 
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A I think I learned about that subsequently, 

Q So you talked about using the modifiers 

"significant" and "substantial." 

A Right. 

Q I think in the first hour you had talked about 
Susan Rice's appearance and said that she was a little -- I 
don't remember the word you used -- but was firmer with her 
comments than you may have been. 

A Yes . 

Q Do you know - - 

A She was more -- I would say she was more 
emphatic -- 

Q More emphatic. 

A -- and less equivocal, yes. 

Q And when you heard that, did you think that maybe 
she had other Information that you did not have access to? 

Do you know why she was more emphatic? 

A I don't know why. She seemed to me to be more 
emphatic, But 1 don't think that she had access to 
Information that I didn't have. That would have been -- you 
know, that would not have been, you know, the normal course. 
I would have the same Information, the same information that 
she had -- 

Q Okay. Let's -- 

A -- about this issue. 
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Q I understand. Did anybody even have raore 
information than she did about this particular issue? 

A Possibly, yes. 

Q Flip the page to 51492. 

I'lti sorry. At the bottom of the prior page. Senator 
Lleberman asked: "Do we have any idea at this point who was 
responsible among those groups for the attack on the 
consulate?" 

Your response; "This is the most important question 
that we're considering." 

The next page. Senator Lieberman says; "Right." 

And then you say: "We're focused on who was responsible 
for this attack." 

So there were a lot of moving parts in terms of the 
analysis, the post-attack analysis? 

A Right. 

Q In your mind, focusing on who was responsible was 
the most important factor? 

A Yes, and then finding them. 

Q And finding them. 

A Yeah. 

Q And SO the notion of whether or not there were 
protests, at least according to you and NCTC, was not at the 
front of the -- 

A Yeah. At best, sort of a subsidiary issue. 
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— T 3/aei — 

Q Okay. I want to flip ahead to page 51494. 

You say -- your first response on the page: "I would 
agree with your characterization of the threat in pretty much 
as you laid it out. The threat In Libya from armed militant 
groups, from al-Qaida-aff1liated individuals was high and 
that made Libya In some ways very similar to other countries 
in the region." 

Do you ever recall discussing this threat, prior to the 
attacks, with Bill Burns or with the head of CT at the State 
Department? Do you recall having those conversations? 

A No, not, you know, specifically with those 
individuals . 

But certainly, you know, the -- every 2 weeks or so we 
had a home -- a threat update with the President and the 
National Security Council, and, typically. Secretary Clinton 
and the Deputy Secretary, if it was Burns at the time, would 
be present for that. And during those sessions I laid out 
the threat and I would have certainly talked about the threat 
in places that I mentioned here, like Mali and Egypt and 
Libya. 

So no specific recollection of having direct 
conversations, but we certainly talked -- you know, had this 
as part of our general disclose. 

Q Okay. I want to flip ahead to page 51495, and this 
is the third response by you on the page. 
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"I would say that we do, as a community, provide as much 
information as we possibly can in as timely a way as possible 
with the State Department, as well as the rest of the federal 
government. " 

So when you say, "provide as much information as we 
possibly can in as timely a way as possible with the State 
Department," are you referring to NCTC products that are 
disseminated throughout the community? What are you 
referring to when you say provide as much information as 
possible, "in as timely a way as possible with the State 
Department"? Just generally speaking there? You don't have 
any specific -- 

A I see the question there. I was just reading the 
question that Senator Collins asked. 

Q Sure. 

A I mean, I was -- yes, I almost certainly was 
thinking about the analysis that we generate out of NCTC -- 

Q Okay. 

A -- in that answer. 

Q Your next sentence says; "We do rely -- and I 

would say this: We do rely on host countries to help protect 
our diplomatic personnel in those countries," 

Were you aware whether or not that was occurring in 

Libya? 

A You know, I subsequently learned how little 
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1 security, you know, we had in Benghazi. 

2 Q So you're speaking generally there? 

3 A I'm speaking generally there. Yeah, definitely 

4 generally. I don’t think I knew -- you know, again, it 

5 wouldn't kind of be my responsibility or part of ray job to 

6 understand at the time how we're working with host countries 

7 to provide security for our diplomatic personnel. 

g Q Okay. After this testimony ended, did you receive 

9 any calls or emails from folks within the interagency about 

10 what you had said regarding a link to AQIM or the fact that 

11 it was a terrorist attack? 

12 A So after the -- during the testimony, I have a 

13 recollection of actually realizing that my answer to Senator 

14 Lieberraan was -- you know, I remember thinking at the time 

15 what I hadn't appreciated before was an important fact that I 

16 had just testified to. 

17 Q Which answer? 

18 A That this was a terrorist attack, the fact that 

19 Senator Lieberraan led with that at the very beginning. The 

20 moment was not lost on me that that was a significant 

21 question for him to lead off with, and 1 remember thinking at 

22 the time, being struck, okay, that actually is, you know, 

23 that's an issue that I just testified about In a way that I 

24 hadn't appreciated before. 

25 Q Why was it an issue? 
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1 A I interpreted it from the way that Senator 

2 Lieberman asked me that question, and it just struck me -- it 

3 was -- I realized at the time this was a question that was on 

4 the minds of Senator Lieberman and others that I had not 

5 fully appreciated, to the point that I either at a break or 

6 at a moment when someone else was being asked a question, 

7 because I was up there with other representatives of the 

8 executive branch -- I mentioned to niy leg affairs or public 

9 affairs person, you know, "Think about whether you need to go 

10 tell anybody about this. You know, that seemed like I may 

11 have made some news there." Something along those lines. 

12 I don’t remember exactly what I said, but I do have a 

13 recollection of actually realizing, more than I had before 

14 the hearing, that that was potentially a news-making moment. 

15 Q Why was that important, the fact that you may have 

16 been making news with that comment? 

17 A Why was it important? Yeah, 

18 Q Well, why did you tell your leg affairs guy. "Go 

19 tell people about this if you need to"? 

20 A Because it's the kind of thing that, you know, when 

21 I -- when you -- for me, sitting there testifying, I would 

22 want people to know, right? 1 would want people to be 

23 prepared to talk about this. 

24 Q So what were the repercussions of you saying that 

25 it was a terrorist attack? 
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1 A So one of the things I did afterwards was I wrote 

2 an email to both John Brennan and Denis McDonough -- you 

3 know, Denis was the Deputy National Security Advisor and John 

4 was -- John Brennan was the counterterrorism advisor -- and 

5 explained to them -- you know, 1 said something like, "I made 

6 some news today with my testimony. Here is why I testified 

7 that this was a terrorist attack," was my thought process. 

8 And they wrote back to me, saying, "You did the right thing," 

9 essentially, in emails that day. You know, "Understand you 

10 made the right points," or something like that. 

11 But again, look, I was aware, again, in a way I hadn't 

12 really been before that what I was testifying to was 

13 potentially newsworthy, and. In fact, it was. So chat's why 

14 I thought both let my press person think about what we need 

15 to do, ask him to think about what we may need to do, and 

16 they also, myself, reach out to John Brennan and Denis 

17 McDonough. 

18 Q So I just want to make sure 1 understand. The tact 

19 that you said it was a terrorist attack was not preplanned? 

20 A Right. 

21 Q Okay. And it wasn't coordinated in any way with 

22 anybody else In the interagency or the executive branch? 

23 A Right. 

24 Q You realized when you said it, shortly after you 

25 said it. that it may be newsworthy? 
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1 A Yes. 

2 Q After the hearing, you sent an email to two folks 

3 at the White House, saying; “Hey, I made some news,” And 

4 they wrote back and said: "You did the right thing"? 

5 A Yes. All that's true. 

6 Q Okay. What other emails did you send regarding -- 

7 Mr. Kenny. I thought we were talking about the AQIH 

8 comment, that you were trying clarify the terrorist attack. 

9 The discussion you had before, I thought, was with specific 

10 respect to the AQIM potential connection. So just -- I don't 

11 know if that's clear or not. 

12 Mr. Olsen. So I can answer that question. I mean, what 

13 I'm answering to -- and what you just went through, 

14 Carlton -- was on the answer to, "Was this a terrorist 

15 attack?" 

16 So Lieberman lays out the definition of a "terrorist 

17 attack," and I answered, yes. it was a terrorist attack, and 

18 then I elaborated on different things we don't know about it. 

19 but that, at least on the specific question of whether it was 

20 a terrorist attack, the answer, in ray view, was yes. All 

21 those facts that you just laid out related to that. 

22 BY MR. DAVIS: 

23 Q Did you have conversations with anybody else in the 

24 executive branch, either that day or the following day. about 

25 your comments, that you can recall, regarding it being a 
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terrorist attack? 

A I mean, I certainly would have talked to people at 
NCTC about it. 

Q Outside of NCTC. 

A I sort of like -- in other words, I had no -- l 
don't remember talking to anybody else, like John or Denis or 
anybody else about it. 

Q Do you remember any press reports about your 
testimony? 

A Yes . 

Q Now, going back to Peter's comment about the AQIM 
affiliation, is that something you shared with Mr. McDonough 
and Mr. Brennan in your email as well? 

A I don't remember. I don't remember if I did or 
not. I may have as a way to explain. More -- if I had, at ' 
least sitting here today, my recollection is that it would 
have been more as a way to explain why I said it was a 
terrorist attack as opposed to, in and of itself, you know, 
in and of itself noteworthy. 

Q But you felt that that was significant because 

that's not something that had been shared publicly, and you 
felt that it needed to be out there? 

A The reference to AQIM? 

Q Correct. 

A Yeah, That's why. before -- now, that's the one I 
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did coordinate, because 1 thought that was taking a step 
beyond what had been said before, but I thought it was 
important for me, in iny role as the Director of NCTC , to Say 
publicly, 

Q And I just want to make sure I understand 
correctly. You said it was coordinated before. You had 
directed your leg affairs guy to coordinate with others. Do 
you know who he coordinated that with? 

A No. Again, I want to be clear. Like, not 
specifically. 1 figured, you know, his leg counterparts -- 

Q No. I understand. I'm looking for specifics. 

A Yeah. 

Q It you don't know, you don't know. 

A Yeah. I don't know specifics. If you're looking 
for specifics, I don't know specifics. 

[Olsen Exhibit No. 5 

was marked for identification.] 

BY MR. DAVIS: 

Q Okay. I want to direct your attention to 
exhibit 5. 

So this is a September 24 WIRe, written by the CIA 
Office of Terrorism Analysis. Turn to the very last page on 
the WIRe, page 4, It says: "This WIRe was produced jointly 
with the National Counterterrorism Center." 
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1 Q Do you see that? 

2 A Yes. 

3 Q Do you remember this particular WIRe? The title 

4 is; "Libya: Updated Assessment of Benghazi Attacks," 

5 A I mean, I don't remember. I mean. I know that I've 

6 seen this before, When I read it and you handed it to me 

7 today, I remember seeing this before, 

8 Q Okay. Do you remember at the time this WIRe sort 

9 of being a big deal, more important than, maybe, your 

to run-of-the-mill WIRe? 

11 A I don't -- yeah, I don't have a recollection of 

12 that. I can say today, looking at it, that phrasing this, 

13 you know, the topic or headline as "Updated Assessment of 

14 Benghazi Attacks," that it would have been an Important piece 

15 of analysis. 

16 Q You don't remember that from the time? 

17 A Not really. I really don't. 

18 Q Okay. So you don't remember when this WIRe -- how 

19 long it took to write or be produced? 

20 A No. And, you know, just to give a little bit of 

21 context, you know, typically, I would have almost no role in 

22 the development of the analytics. 

23 Q Oh. sure, 

24 A So -- 

25 Q I fully understand that. 
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A Yeah. Yeah. 

Q I fully understand that. 

A So it would -- I may have heard about it at the 
time It was being written, but, C|Ulte likely, I didn t hear 
about it until I saw it done. That's it. 1 also -- 1 
know that -- I'm sure at the time I was aware that these 
issues were the subject of analytic work. 

[Olsen Exhibit No. 6 

was marked for identification.] 

BY MR. DAVIS: 

Q Okay. Let's turn your attention to exhibit 6. 

So this is an email with a cut and paste -- do you have 
it in front of you? 

A Six. 

Q Yeah, a Washington Post article? 

A Yes. Oh. I see it's an email. 

Q Yeah. "From video to terrorist attack: a 

definitive timeline of administration statements on the Libya 
attack," by Glenn Kessler, published: September 26. That 
would be 2012. 

So I just want to read you, from the first page, a 
couple of sentences. The first sentence is going to be the 
second paragraph, and this is coming from the article. 

"For political reasons, it certainly was in the 
White House's interests to not portray the attack as a 
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1 terrorist incident, especially one that took place on the 

2 anniversary of the September 11 attacks. Instead, the 

3 administration kept the focus on what was ultimately a red 

4 herring -- anger in the Arab world over an anti-Muslim video 

5 posted on YouTube, With key phrases and message discipline, 

6 the administration was able to conflate an attack on the U.S, 

7 Embassy In Egypt -- which apparently was prompted by the 

8 video -- with the deadly assault in Benghazi. 

9 "Officials were also able to dismiss pointed questions 

10 by referring to an ongoing investigation. 

11 "Ultimately, when the head of the National 

12 Counterterrorism Center was asked pointblank on Capitol Hill 

13 Whether it was an act of terror -- and he agreed -- the 

14 administration talking points began to shift." 

15 Then he takes credit for tough news reporting leading to 

16 that shift. 

17 And then the next four pages are a compilation of quotes 

18 by various senior administration officials between the attack 

19 on the 11th up until September 26th. 

20 So my first question to you -- and we're not going to go 

21 through -- I mean, I'd love to go through every single one, 

22 but -- I mean, you're not in the mind of Jay Carney and 

23 you're not in the mind of Susan R1ce. So as fun an activity 

24 as that would be, I don't think we're going to do that, 
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The first sentence, second paragraph: "For political 
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reasons, it certainly was in the White House's interests to 
not portray the attack as a terrorist incident." 

Obviously, you were the first one to publicly say that 
It was a terrorist attack. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I'm not sure that that's really 
in here, though, they call it an "act of terror," and, of 
course, you know the President did say that there was an act 
of terror in the Rose Garden speech right afterwards. So I'm 
not -- I mean, it's not in here, but -- 

Mr. Davis. Sure. It is in here. It's on page 3. At 
the very bottom, it says: "Suddenly, a shift to a 'terrorist 
attack.'" Those are the words I used, "terrorist attack. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. No. No. No. I mean, the 
President's Rose Garden speech is not in this particular 
article, that I see at least, with reference to "act of 
terror" that the President said 1n there. 

Mr. Davis. Susanne. I'm specifically referring to the 
phrase "terrorist attack." An "act of terror" is a different 
phrase than "terrorist attack." 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. But Glenn Kessler says: 

"Ultimately, when the head of the National Counterterrorism 
Center was asked pointblank on Capitol Hill whether it was an 
act of terror so here, he conflates both the term 
"terrorism" and "act of terror," and he agreed. Clearly, he 
conflates it in the article. 
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1 Mr, Dav1 s . There's a whole lot of conflating going on, 

2 Let me ask the question, and we can move on from there. Is 

3 that okay? 

4 Mr, Davis . So again, the sentence: "For political 

5 reasons. It certainly was 1n the White House's interests to 

6 not portray the attack as a terrorist Incident." 

7 On page 3, Kessler says: "Suddenly, a shift to a 

8 'terrorist attack,'" and then it quotes you. 

9 Did you at any point, whether before your testimony on 

10 the 19th or after your testimony on the 19th. participate in 

11 conversations or become aware of conversations by anybody in 

12 the executive branch -- I realize this is a broad question -- 

13 that it was in the White House's interests to not portray the 

14 attack as a terrorist incident? 

15 Mr. Olsen. No. I neither participated or was aware of 

16 any conversation along those lines that there was an interest 

17 in the White House not to portray this as a terrorist attack. 

18 Mr. Davis. Okay. Okay. That was It, Susanne, 

19 Ms. Sachstnan Grooms. That was a great question. I 

20 think we have that in ours as well. Sorry, 

21 BY MR. DAVIS; 

22 Q Okay. Let me ask you the same question about 

23 whether or not you either participated In conversations or 

24 were aware of conversations by anybody In the executive 

25 branch as to whether or not it was in the executive branch's 
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1 interests to link or not link an affiliation with Al Qaeda to 

2 the attack. 

3 A Say that again, 

4 Q Sure. The question is specifically regarding 

5 whether or not it was in the executive branch' or the 

6 White House's interests -- 

7 A Okay. Right. 

8 Q -- to link or not to link Al Qaeda or one of its 

9 affiliates to the attack. 

10 A No. Neither aware of nor participated in any 

11 conversations, whether it was in the White House or executive 

12 branch's interests. So again, you know, to link it to Al 

13 Qaeda -- again, so the -- but I should -- you know, I did 

14 take steps to coordinate that particular answer to -- or that 

15 particular part of my testimony, but I only did So as 1 

16 recall at the time, was because it was -- there were 

17 sensitivities around -- 

18 Q Of course. 

19 A -- further than what had been said before from a 

20 classification standpoint. And I felt it was appropriate to 

21 go further about who was involved, who was responsible, and 

22 that was my thinking at the time. 

23 Q Did you receive any pushback from coordinating 

24 prior to your testimony on the AQIM? 

A From where? 
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1 Q Pushback from outside the NCTC. 

2 A No, I didn't. And that was the reason to push it 

3 out, right, was to see if there were concerns, and I did not 

4 hear back, and I would have expected to if there had been 

5 some concerns about that from an analytic standpoint, 

6 Q Let me ask you another question about exhibit 6, 

7 second paragraph, last sentence; "With key phrases and 

8 message discipline, the administration was able to conflate 

9 an attack on the U.S. Embassy in Egypt -- which apparently 

10 was prompted by the video -- with the deadly assault in 

11 Benghazi." 

12 Did you receive, either directly or indirectly, any 

13 disappointment or consternation that you said what you said 

14 on the 19th from anybody in the executive branch? 

15 A Old I receive any disappointment or -- 

16 Q Yeah. Did anybody express to you that they were 

17 disappointed in what you said, they were perplexed by what 

18 you said, that what you said may have thrown a message off 

19 kilter? 

20 A Right. I mean, let me just say, when I read this. 

21 you know, I'm reading exhibit 6 and exhibit 5 together, 

22 Q Yes. 

23 A The idea that there was a, you know, a concerted 

24 effort by the administration to conflate these two things, 

25 even reading it today, it seems to me to be off. From what 
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1 we knew at the time, given exhibit 5, where we talk about the 

2 Intel from the one person we had that looked like he had a 

3 firsthand account, was that, you know, that a decision to 

4 attack Benghazi came after hearing of the events 1n Cairo. 

5 So even our Intelligence at the time sort of had those two 

6 things linked. 

7 So I think -- I'lti not sure that's a right way -- you 

8 know, I think what the article is saying is not exactly 

9 right. It doesn't square with tny recollection or even what 

10 I'm looking at now. 

n But, you know, to your question, I did hear at one 

12 point -- and I don't remember exactly when -- from Director 

13 Clapper that he'd heard from Secretary Clinton, you know, of 

14 some surprise about me saying that it was a terrorist attack. 

15 And he basically said -- you know, 1 remember thinking he 

16 basically said, you know, "We're saying what we see," 

17 something like that. 

18 But I remember hearing from him. He told roe directly -* 

19 I think we were either in a car or getting ready to get in 

20 his car to come downtown -- that he'd gotten a call or had 

21 heard from Secretary Clinton about surprise that one of his 

22 guys was talking about this being a terrorist attack. 

23 Q Did he elaborate on why she may have been 

24 surprised? 

25 A No. 
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Q Okay, But you're not -- you are not aware of any 
type of concerted effort by the administration to conflate 
the attack in Egypt, which apparently was prompted by the 
video, with the deadly assault in Benghazi? 

A No, not at all. No effort, like, to falsely link 
those two things or to make a concerted effort to mislead on 
that question, 

[Olsen Exhibit No. 7 

was marked for identification.] 

BY MR. DAVIS; 

Q All right, let's hop over to exhibit 7, 

I still have 10 minutes left, 11-1/2 minutes left, and 
I'll take my 8 minutes from last time. I think we can cover 
the waterfront in that time. 

A Sure. 

Q Is my hope. 

A Okay . Good , 

Q All right. So exhibit 7 is document C05415305, an 
f rom ||||||||||||||||||||||||||||to llll^^ Friday, 

September 28, 2012, 10:59 a.m. And that's last email in a 
chain of emails . 

So I want to direct your attention to page 5 of this 
email chain, it's marked page 5. It's actually page 3. 

Hold on a second here. 

Can we go off the record for a second? 
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[Discussion off the record.) 

[Olsen Exhibit Nos. 8 and 9 
were marked for identification.] 

BY MR. DAVIS: 

Q We can go back on the record. 

So this is exhibit 9, it's document SCB0045811. It's an 
email. The top email is actually an email from Cheryl Mills 
to ‘'H." but it is a forward of an email conversation between 
you and Cheryl Mills. 

So I want to go to the second page here. Do you recall 
this email string at the time you were exchanging it with 
Cheryl Mills? 

A Yes . 

Q And have you seen it -- 

A Probably not every aspect of it -- 

Q Of course. 

A -- but I generally recall it. Yeah. 

Q And you've seen it in preparation for -- 
. A Yes. 

Q -- this today? 

A Yes. 

Q So in your email, you write to Cheryl Mills on 
November 19, 2012: "Cheryl, this is a quick note to say that 
the hearings on Benghazi are going fine, from my perspective. 
Pat Kennedy has been terrific -- substantive, precise, and 
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1 firm in the face of some outlandish behavior. We continue to 

2 fend off questions about the unclass talking points. And I 

3 think the timeline narrative is helpful, I will call to give 

4 you a more complete read-out," 

5 First question: Do you know what hearings you were 

6 referring to that were going fine? 

7 A I don't have a specific recollection, although 1 

8 know we were doing a lot of different hearings and briefings 

9 during that timeframe. So 1 don't remember exactly which 

!0 ones, 

11 Q And you say, "from my perspective." What do you 

12 mean "from ray perspective"? What was your perspective that 

13 you were sharing? 

14 A I suspect not everyone thought they were going 

15 fine. I don't know what I meant exactly by saying "from my 

16 perspective," other than the obvious, you know, that I'm just 

17 sharing what 1 -- what 1 was -- you know, 1 was only speaking 

18 for myself. 

19 Q Was it from a factual accuracy perspective? Was it 

20 from a messaging perspective? What was your perspective? 

21 A I would have been concerned about the facts and the 

22 accuracy, That would have been my -- that would have been my 

23 thought. 

24 Q Okay. Second sentence, you refer to sorae 

25 outlandish behavior. Do you know what you were referring to 
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1 there? 

2 A You know, I’ve thought about that. I don’t have a 

3 specific recollection of what 1 was referring to, but what I 

4 do remember Is that Kennedy was sort of the main focus of 

5 many of the questions, and some of the most -- some of the 

6 toughest questions were focused on Kennedy, given his role as 

7 Under Secretary for Management, and a lot of the security 

8 fell under him, and that, you know, basically out of some 

9 degree of empathy for him and his -- you know, the questions 

10 were really tough on him. 

11 And some fairly So right? I don’t -- I don't think, 

12 like. It was unfair that he was responsible for the security 

13 side and that he was asked some tough questions. But what I 

14 remember at the time Is that I thought some of the questions 

15 went a little -- went too far. went too far in, you know, 

16 kind of putting the blame on him. And that's why I think I 

17 was saying that to Mills, who was the Chief of Staff, to 

18 somebody who was in a position at the State Department, you 

19 know, with authority over him. 

20 Q So in terms of outlandish behavior, you're talking 

21 about questions by Members that, in your opinion, went too 

22 far in trying to pin Patrick Kennedy to whatever the topic 

23 was? 

24 A Just in personally going after him a bit, It was 

25 my recollection. 
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Q How often — 

A Yeah. 

Q Sure. 

A The degree of severity 1n that he was being 

questioned. 

Q Okay. Next sentence: "We continue to fend off 
questions about the unclass talking points." 

Do you know what questions or what types of questions 
you were fending off? 

A No. By this point in mid- to late November, you 
know, a lot of the focus had become -- had turned from, you 
know, from who was responsible and where they were, which I 
thought was where the questions should have been focused on, 
on bringing the perpetrators to justice, to, you know, a very 
detailed, granular discussion of talking points, 
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[3:50 p.m.] 

BY MR. DAVIS: 

Q We continue to fend off. Who is we? Who did you 
mean by we? 

A Certainly myself, but in the plural, the other 
people who were on the panel. There was always a group of us 
that were consistently testifying at these hearings, 

Q Were you testifying alongside Pat Kennedy? 

A Yes, multiple times. 

Q I guess what prompted you to send her this email? 

How often had you been talking with her about Benghazi? 

A So Mills was somebody who, that I didn't have much, 
if any interaction with before Benghazi. But right after 
Benghazi happened, she started to go as the State Department 
representative to the White House meetings on Benghazi. So 
it was, without anyone ever saying to me, it was clear to me 
that she had been given sort of the point for the State 
Department on Benghazi . 

So as my sort of, the closest thing to a counterpart to 
me to talk to at the State Department, she was the person 
that was the right person for me to communicate with. 

Q Okay. You mentioned the timeline narrative is 
helpful. What timeline narrative are you referring to? 

A I'm confident that I’m referring to the NCTC 
multimedia slideshow with the surveillance tape and the rest 
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1 mixed in as helpful as being able to develop a strong factual 

2 basis for understanding better what actually happened during 

3 the attacks. It was very useful to establish a factual 

4 foundation for the actual events that was missing, you know, 

5 without it I thought. 

6 Q Okay. Your last line, I will call to give you a 

7 more complete readout. Why would you need to call her to 

8 give her a more complete readout, especially if Patrick 

9 Kennedy was testifying? 

10 A Well I don't specifically know what I meant when I 

11 said that today, but I. you know, typically it would just be 

12 more useful to have a conversation than to try to capture all 

13 Of the facts around the hearings in an email. 

14 So I don't know exactly what I meant. But that would 

15 not be uncommon tor me to write that at the end of an email 

16 where I'm trying to convey, you know, more information and I 

17 just ran out of time on my -- I actually even remember 

18 writing this. I was on my BlackBerry. I was going, I was 

19 leaving the country. I think, to go on my trip. 

20 If I can just elaborate on that last answer just 

21 briefly, which is to say, you know, you asked me about why 

22 Cheryl Mills. I mean, I answered obviously Cheryl Mills was 

23 the point on Benghazi. But, in particular, with respect to 

24 this email, you know, my point, a bit on mentioning Pat 

25 Kennedy, what I remember is that he was just getting. I mean, 
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again, some fair, but he was definitely the focus of the 
Members' attention, and some of it. I thought, went beyond 
what was fair, And 1 wanted Mills, as, basically, Kennedy's 
boss -- Kennedy's basically, as far as I know, a career guy 
in the Department, rose up in the ranks, and was taking this 
on the chin, and I felt like, look, this is something that, 
if I were him, I would want my boss to know from what other 
people who were with him how he was doing, and that's why I 
wrote to her. 

Q And how frequently had you Interacted with Cheryl 


Mills in the month or two prior in emails? 


A A handful of times, a couple of other emails, maybe 
phone calls, seeing her at the White House meetings, some of 
it directly related to the development of this timeline that 
I reference here. I talked to her a couple of times about 
that, because that timeline was coordinated around the 
community, including the State Department, and she was quite 
part of, she was part of that discussion about what that was 
going to say, what we were going to say factually about what 
happened . 


Q I mean, couldn't you have just told her in person 
the next time you saw her at one of the White House meetings? 
Why the email to her at 11:02 at night? 

A Yeah. I don't know the answer to that question. 
Okay. So her response, 7:17 the next morning: 
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1 Dear Matt, thanks so much. We've been getting as good a 

2 reports as one might expect. That said, I welcome the 

3 readout, and look forward to sharing some concerns. I'm 

4 around all day today, though much easier to reach in the 

5 afternoon. 

6 Do you know what concerns she was referring to? 

7 A No. I don't, at that point, know what she's 

S talking about. But now that I look at this email, I see that 

9 the subsequent email where I was planning to leave for 

10 Africa. That was the one, I think that I sent from the 

11 airport on Sunday. 

12 So this prior one, I should say was, it's almost a week 

13 earlier, Monday, at 11:02. Yeah. l don't know. So just to 

14 be clear, it was the subsequent email when I wrote back to 

15 her after that I that was getting ready to leave the country. 

16 After, I guess, the end of the Thanksgiving holiday, 

17 Anyway, no, I don't know what concerns, and I don't 

18 remember her sharing any concerns in particular about the 

19 hearings or anything. 

20 Q Okay. All right. Your response to her, 5 days 

21 later, Sunday. November 25. Cheryl, I'm just following up 

22 from last week. I know you spoke to Nick on Wednesday, 

23 That’s your deputy? 

24 A Yes. 

25 Q I thought the ARB session went very well. Good 
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questions and discussion with the panel. 

So you met with the ARB? 

A Yes . 

Q And how long did that meeting last? 

A 1 remember just one meeting, and probably a couple 
of hours is my best recollection, And as I read this, what I 
recall is being Impressed with them, you know, that the 
members of the ARB, these were former high-ranking government 
officials, were quite steeped in the facts of Benghazi. They 
had done their homework, and 1 kind of remember that. And 
maybe when I say good questions, discussion, I was impressed 
With the panel. 

Q Do you know if all of the ARB members were present 
for your interview? There are five of them. 

A I don't remember. 

Q Do you know if there was a reporter there like 
there is here today? 

A I don't remember there being a reporter there, so I 
doubt it. 

Q Why did you feel the need to tell Cheryl Mills that 

the ARB session went very well? 

A You know as I sit here today, my sense is that it 
was just keeping her informed about things that were 
happening on Benghazi. No particular -- I think, beyond 
that, just continued to keep folks apprised of how things 
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were going, 

Q Do you know what the purpose of the ARB was? 

A Yeah, to do an after-action on the Benghaal 
attacks. I don't know, like, specifically, what their sort 
of charge was, 

Q Okay, So you don't know whether or not Cheryl 
Mills may have had a conflict of interest by you telling her 
the session went very well? 

A No. 

Q Well, let me ask you this. Did you have a 
follow-up conversation with her about your ARB session 
outside of this email? 

A Not that I remember. I'm just looking at the 
email. I guess the email string ends with that, but I don't 
remember having any further conversation with her about that. 

Q Do you know what the contents of her conversation 

with Nick were? 

A Nick? No. That would have been Nick Rasmussen, 

Q Right. 

A No, I don't recall talking to Nick about that. I 
think Nick may have been -- I just don't remember if Nick was 
with me at the ARB. It's possible he was. 

Q Okay. Next paragraph: 

I was planning to leave for Africa today but I've 
postponed my trip to handle the "redacted" tomorrow -- 
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"redacted , " 

That's our life over here. 

It may be good for us to talk tomorrow morning. I'd 
appreciate any suggestions or Insights you have in advance of 
the White House meeting. 

Do you know what White House meeting you're referring 
to? And I don't mean to trip you up. 

A Yeah. No. 

Q There's a separate email. I can hand it out as an 
exhibit, but I was trying to save paper. 

Monday, November 26, from 2:35 to 3:20. Topic, 

Benghazi. Was it sort of a standing -- 
A I'm sorry, Say that again. 

Q Yeah. I'll just hand it out as an exhibit. And I 
think this is, I believe this is what you're referring to. 
I'll hand it out as exhibit 10. 

A Okay . 

[Olsen Exhibit No, 10 

was marked for identification.] 

BY MR. DAVIS; 

Q Do you know if that's the meeting you're referring 
to in your email with Cheryl Mills? 

A Let's see. Let me take a quick look. 

Q Sure. 

A I've not seen this before. Yeah, So what this 
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1 almost certainly is, 1 mentioned before that every 2 weeks we 

2 had a White House meeting with the President and the National 

3 Security Council focused on threats. And that would always 

4 come from Randy b|H||||| Randy 6||||||||was actually the NCTC 

5 detallee and at the time was Senior Director tor 

6 counterterrorism and working at the National Security Council 

7 staff. Previously that had been Nick Rasmussen's job. 

8 But anyway, this exact formulation is how it was every 

9 time. You would have like to have heard via the usual 

10 scheduling channels about the timing for next week's, and it 

11 would have been a White House meeting on key threats. 

12 Now, what's probably redacted but referenced in the 

13 subsequent message from Dan Benjamin is the agenda for that 

14 meeting and, which may well, you know, 1 would infer 1t 

15 references Benghazi. 

16 Q Sure. 

17 A Right. 

18 Q Right. And if you look at the top of the email 

19 chain on Exhibit 10, it says topic, Benghazi. 

20 A Yeah. 

21 Q But back to your email to Cheryl Mills. 

22 I appreciate any suggestions or insights you may have in 

23 advance of the White House meeting. 

24 What were your roles typically at this meeting, you and 

25 Ms., Mills? 
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— lOi'aci — 

A Well, typically, at the general threats meeting 
with the President, I gave a 5- to 10-minute briefing to the 
President on the threats we faced. 

Q Sure. 

A This one looks like it might have been different. 

I don't recall specifically. We have a lot of meeting at the 
White House on Benghazi. I just don't recall if this was -- 
it looks to me like it was focused on Benghazi from exhibit 
10 . 

Q Sure. 

A I just don't really have a specific recollection. 

Q You said you had a lot of meetings at the White 
House about Benghazi . 

A Yes, 

Q What were the main focus of those meetings? Did 

they vary? Was it singular? 

A Well, the typical effort from September 11, for 
several, really several months I want to say. was to focus on 
diplomatic posts and threats to diplomatic posts subsequent 
to Benghazi. That would have been sort of the NCTC role was 
looking at places like Karachi, where we have a consulate 
that is in a very high-risk area. But other places as well, 
Sana'a was a place that we were worried about the threat. 

So that would have been what we would have talked about 
at a meeting like this. Would have been threats to our 
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1 diplomatic posts. So and again. I don't have a specific 

2 recollection of this particular meeting, but that would have 

3 been what we were talking about in the White House meetings 

4 after Benghazi . 

5 Q Okay. Great, We can go back to exhibit 7, So 

6 exhibit 7 and 8, and that's all I have left, 

7 Heather, just FYI, on your end, just the two documents, 

8 and then I'll be done. I'm a little overtime. So we can 

9 take a break or we can power through, 

!0 A It's okay with me. It's absolutely fine, 

11 Q Okay. Let's look at exhibit 7. Which, again, is 

12 document C05415305. And this is a rather lengthy email 

13 chain. l believe we have all seven pages now, 

14 I apologize for that. 

15 A I don't though. Did you give them to me? 

16 Ms. Jackson. Yes, In the new mark. 

17 Mr. Olsen. Okay. Yes. 

18 Ms. J ackson . Do you want to give your counsel one? 

19 That's the same. 

20 Mr, Olsen . Okay. These are the same. 

21 Mr. Davis ■ Do you have what you need. 

22 Ms. Sachsman Grooms . I have a full set. 

23 BY MR. DAVIS: 

24 Q Okay. We can discuss that after the interview. 

25 All right. So the first time, working from the bottom 
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1 up, the first time I see you on a this email chain is an 

2 email from Robert CardiUo on page six, Denis McDonough and 

3 Michael Morell, You're cc'd, along with John Brennan and 

4 Nick Rasmussen? 

5 A Yes. 

6 Q And that is in response to an email from Dennis 

7 McDonough where he says: Hey, guys. This is the third 

8 report making this assertion. Is this correct? 

9 Do you know what assertion he's talking about? 

10 A Well, I do today, and I would have read down, I 

11 guess I would have gotten the whole thread in the email from 

12 Cardlllo. and with the subject, Fox News, U.S. officials knew 

13 Libya attack was terrorism within 24 hours, sources confirm. 

14 So I would have read through it and seen the Fox News report. 

15 Q So did U.S. officials know whether the Libya attack 

16 was terrorism within 24 hours? 

17 A So you know, what generally, U.S, officials knew or 

18 didn't know. I can't really say. But I can say what I knew 

19 and, you know, how I looked at that question, which was, that 

20 I certainly viewed it as a terrorist attack from the outset 

21 and treated 1t as such, given all the circumstances 

22 surrounding it. And you know, we can talk further about it. 

23 But the key point was, in answer to your question, that 

24 the working assumption was that it was a terrorist attack, 

25 given everything we knew from the outset. And there was 
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1 never a point at which, for example, I considered not having 

2 NCTC work on this or have our analysts focused on it, you 

3 know, and everything about it, and the more we learned, 

4 including the more information we got about who was 

5 potentially involved, the more confident I was that it was a 

6 terrorist attack. 

7 Q The Ijlfflllfl report we've talked about that 

8 references the connection to AQIM, did that come out within 

9 the first 24 hours? 

10 A I'm pretty sure that we had that within, certainly 

U by the time I testified on the 13th before HPSCI. I remember 

12 having that then, so very early on. 

13 Q Outside of that report, are you aware of any 

14 analysis or information done or gathered ||||||||||||||||||||||^ 

15 other connections to A1 Qaeda or its affiliates? 

16 . A Not right now do I have a recollection of that. 

17 There may be, I just don't remember. But I'll say what I was 

18 looking at was primarily the nature of the attack, 

19 particularly, the violence in the mortar attack on the CIA 

20 Annex, the fact that these were known to be U.S. Government 

21 facilities, the lethality behind it, and then the people 

22 Involved. 

23 1 mean, all of those factors, you know, made It so that 

24 it was, to me, there was not really question of whether it 

25 was a terrorist attack. 


TO/ 001 



273 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


101 

Q So Robert CardUlo's response to Denis McDonough, 
the very first thing he says, I'm fairly sure the answer is 
no . 

Is he wrong? It sounds like, at least you talking for 
yourself say the answer is yes. Speaking only for yourself, 

Ms. Sarhsman Grooms. Well, perhaps the witness should 
read the actual article. And we should give him time to read 
the article. 

Mr. Davis . You can take your time time and read the 
article . 

Mr. Olsen. I'll read the text of the article because I 
Just read the headline, 

Ms. Sarhsman Grooms. As opposed to just the headline. 

BY MR. DAVIS: 

Q Let's go sentence by sentence in the article. 

A Sure. 

Q U.S. intelligence officials knew from day one that 

the assault on the consulate in Libya was a terrorist attack, 
and suspected A1 Qaeda-tied elements were involved. 

Is that true or false? 

A So again, the hesitation 1 have just that I can 
really speak tor myself, right? So I certainly fall within 
the category of li.S. intelligence officials. So as one of 
those people, 1 would have said that, you know, and I might 
quibble with the word "knew," you know, allowing for some 
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1 possibility that it would turn out not to be. But, you know, 

2 if you'd asked me the day after the day after, do you think 

3 this was a terrorist attach, are you treating this as a 

4 terrorist attack, my answer would have been, yes we're 

5 treating it as a terrorist act. And that individuals with 

6 ties to AT Qaeda, as opposed to, yeah, suspected Al 

7 Qaeda-tied elements were Involved, again, affirmative answer 

8 there. 

9 Q Sources told Fox News, that it took the 

10 administration a week to acknowledge it. Is that clause 

11 true? 

12 A I don't know on that, 1 don't know about that 

13 answer. Right, I mean, I think -- 

14 Q Well, we talked earlier about your testimony before 

15 HSGAC regarding the terrorist attack and the AQIM connection. 

16 That was a week after the attack. You were the first one I 

17 think we discussed who mentioned both of those publicly. So 

18 I guess the clause in the article that it took the 

19 administration a week to acknowledge it, do you know if 

20 that's 1 guess true or false? 

21 Ms, Sawyer . Can I just ask, are you asking him whether 

22 It took the administration a week to acknowledge it In a 

23 public setting or in a classified setting? 

24 BY MR. DAVIS; 

25 Q I'm asking about that. That's a good question. 
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1 Let me ask you specifically about a public setting, 

2 A Yeah. I mean, and that's the right way to think 

3 about it. Right. I mean, we weren't, internally. I would 

4 say that I was, you know, that everyone I was talking to was 

5 treating this as a terrorist attack internally, the people 

6 that I was working with in the intelligence community. 

7 Publicly. 1 became aware, sort of when I was asked the 

g question. I became sort of aware that I was perhaps the first 

9 to state as definitively as I did that I thought this was a 

10 terrorist attack. 

11 So in that sense, if the question is is it a public 

12 acknowledgment, the only reason I'm hesitating on this is 

13 because I'm obviously also aware that the President 

14 referenced an act of terror. 

15 Q I understand that. 

16 A And there's ways you can interpret that, 

17 Q Yeah. I understand that. 

Ill Next paragraph: The account conflicts with claims on 

19 the Sunday after the attack by U.S. Ambassador to the United 

20 Nations, Susan Rice that the administration believed the 

21 strike was a quote, unquote, "spontaneous event" triggered by 

22 protests in Egypt over an anti -Islam film. 

23 Do you know if that sentence is true or false? Do you 

24 know if she made those claims? 

25 A This gets increasingly complicated for me to 
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1 comment, you know, true or false. So you know, whether the 

2 account that we knew that 1t was a terrorist attack from the 

3 beginning conflicts with her testimony, you know, I would 

4 say, In some ways, no, 

5 In other words. I remember hearing about her statements 

6 on the Sunday shows and thinking those were consistent with 

7 the conclusion I had reached that it was a terrorist attack, 

8 you know, and what I said at the hearing. 

9 Like, those two things are not. you know, in and of 

10 themselves, inconsistent. So I can't really say that it's 

11 true that those two things conflict. 

12 Q All right. Well, let's go to the next paragraph. 

13 sources said the administration internally labeled the 

14 attack terrorism from the first day to enable a certain type 

15 of policy response. 

16 I want to focus on the first half of that sentence. 

17 Sources said the administration internally labeled the attack 

18 terrorism for the first day. That seems consistent with What 

19 you had just said. 

20 A That part is true. The motivation is not 

21 necessarily -- that was at least my motivation, in other 

22 words, to enable a type of policy response. 

23 Q Well, that was my next question. What type of 

24 policy response would that have been? 

25 A I'm not sure. Obviously there were certain. 
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1 operational options that might be available if it's a 

2 terrorism attack versus if it's not a terrorism attack. 

3 Q Can you describe what those differences might be? 

A A It'S more like who would work on it and who would 

5 be Involved in conducting an investigation or be involved in 

6 following up than a policy response. 

7 Q What would the options be in terms of different 

g entities that would take the lead? 

9 A Well, certain, you know, certain elements within 

10 the FBI, for example, different components within the FBI, 

11 different components within CIA, and perhaps even different 

12 components within DOD would be involved in the response. 

13 depending on whether it's a terrorist attack or a purely 

14 criminal attack, you know, something that is not terrorism. 

15 I haven't actually thought through, and so I apologize for 

16 not being more thoughtful about that. 

17 Q That's okay. 

18 A Because my gut is that there are, that that's true 

19 that there are different policy options available if it's 

20 terrorism and if it's not. But I can tell you that at least 

21 in terms of the motivation behind labeling it as terrorism, 

22 that that wasn't part of my motivation. 

23 Q Okay. Finish off the sentence. 

24 And that officials were looking for one specific 

25 suspect. 
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1 Do you know if that was the case at the time? 

2 A I don't know. I don't think, that I don't think is 

3 true because we were looking for a lot of different, you 

4 know, we knew there were a lot of people involved. So it's a 

5 little ambiguous if they’re talking about there was one 

6 person that had been identified that we were looking for, 

7 because there were a couple of people, there were a few 

8 people that had been identified by name early on, I don't 

9 remember by this point certainly we knew that there were a 

10 lot of people responsible, 

11 Q Last sentence. In addition, sources confirmed that 

12 FBI agents had not yet arrived in Benghazi In the aftermath 

13 of the attack. This was September 27, 2012, with the 

14 article. 

15 Do you know if that is true, that FBI agents had not yet 

16 arrived? 

17 A I don't know specifically if it's true. I know 

IS that it took some time for the FBI to get there. 

19 Q Okay. Let's go back to page six, where Robert 

20 Cardillo says, I'm fairly sure the answer is no. You 

21 actually responded to his email. What did you think he was 

22 saying no to, in terms of the email? 

23 A I don't remember. You know. I really don't 

24 remember. When I saw this last week, I first saw this set of 

25 emails, I didn't even recall this email chain, 
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Sitting here today, you know, yeah, I don't know. 
Actually. 1 just don't know. 

Q Okay. And let's look at your response. 

All, as Robert suggests, I think the best way to 
approach this is to review and tnetiiorialize exactly what we 
were saying from the onset of the attacks going forward. 
We've got a chronological catalog of all finished 
intelligence on the attack, and we'll put together today a 
timeline summary that sets forth all key points and analytic 
judgements as they develop from 9/11 through the present. 
Nick and I will get started on the timeline right away, 

Matt. 

So a couple of questions. We've got a chronological 
catalog of all finished intelligence on the attack. 

I read that as you already having that chronological 
catalog prior to this email chain? 

A That's probably right. I would read it the same 
way, I know I wrote it. but I don’t recall whether we had 
something like that, but it would make sense to me that we 
had, you know, that I would have a binder on ray desk where 
I'm every day. you know. I'm adding more on Benghazi, my 
Benghazi binder, and I'm keeping that as the pieces come in 
every day. 

Q Okay. 

A In a chronological order. 
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1 Q Okay, So you think there might be a binder that 

2 existed that yog put together of that? 

3 A Yeah. I’m pretty confident that that's what 1 

4 would have -- that would have been pretty standard for me 

5 once we're in the middle of something like this to have a 

6 separate binder with all the finished Intel so that I could 

7 quickly reference things. 

8 Q Okay. We will put together today a timeline 

9 summary that sets forth all key points and analytic judgments 

10 as they developed. 

11 Is that something you ended up doing, you or your team 

12 at NCTC? 

13 A Yeah. Again, I don't remember exactly what that 

14 looks like or what we did, But if 1 said we would do it, I 

15 assume we did it. I don't remember seeing something like 

16 that. 

17 I'm looking forward in this exhibit to see if there's a 

18 reference to anything more on that document, but I don't see 

19 anything, any other reference to it. 

20 Q All right. Well let's go to Robert Cardillo's 

21 response to your email. 

22 A Okay . 

23 Q On page five, it says: NCTC has already made great 

24 progress of documenting the chronology of what we knew and 

25 what we published, My reading of that draft is that we can 
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easily debunk Fox and refute the hits on Susan's statements 
on Sunday, 16 September, 

As I read the laydown, her comments were consistent with 
our Intel assessment at that time. 

I'll focus your attention to the second sentence, my 
reading of that draft. 

A Right. So that definitely suggests we had a draft 
that we had circulated of the timeline or chronology of what 
we knew and what we published. 

Q Okay. Is that we can easily debunk Fox. So do you 
know what part of the Fox article he was talking about when 
he said that? 

A No. 1 could go back and look at the Fox article, 
but, given the second part of his comment there, i think, l 
think. I don't know, but I think that It's the paragraph 
about how the administration's account conflicts with 
Ambassador Rice's claims that the administration believed the 
strike was a spontaneous event triggered by protests. 

Q So CardlUo's next sentence, as I read the laydown, 
her comments were consistent with our intel assessment at 
that time, 

A Right, 

Q Do you know If all of her comments were consistent 
with the intel assessment? Just some of the comments? i 
mean, did you have any sense of the accuracy of her 
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1 statements at that point? 

2 A Yeah. 

3 Q This was H days after she went on TV? 

4 A Yeah. My sense 1s that her comments were 

5 consistent with our Intel assessment at that time. So l 

6 agree with Cardlllo on that point, that her comments were 

7 consistent with what we were assessing at that time. 

8 Again, I had earlier mentioned that I thought she was 

9 overly emphatic and certain about things that I was more 

10 equivocal about. But in terras of the facts that she 

1! conveyed, my sense was that they were fully consistent with 

12 what we were assessing at the time. 

13 Q Okay. Let's look at the response to Hr, Cardillo's 

14 email. It's from Denis McDonough. It starts on page three. 

15 You're also on this email, it's to Robert Cardlllo, Matt 

16 Olsen and Michael Morell. 

17 We don't need something yet tonight as I think it is 
IS late. A definitive letter and outreach effort by tomorrow 

19 would be excellent. 

20 The piece immediately below led ABC World News Tonight 

21 today. It is really galling. 

22 You can take a look. Sir, you can take a minute and 

23 read the piece if you want. I'm Just trying to understand 

24 what you thought Mr. McDonough was talking about was galling 

25 in the piece. 
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A Okay. Let me take a moment and read this real 
qui ck . 

Q Sure. 

A Okay. So I have read the ABC story. 

Q Sure. 

A So what's -- 

Q The question is, Denis McDonough says that the 

piece is really galling. Do you know what he was referring 
to? 

A No. 

Q No? Okay. I'm on page three. I want to skip up a 
couple of emails. Front Robert Cardillo, 8:03 p.m.; Matt, 
either way, please take lead on drafting the statement. 

So what was the statement that you were going to take 
the lead for? 

A So oh. I see. Okay. Yeah. This was ultimately 
the statement that 1 think you have handed out to me. 

Q Exhibit 8, 

A Yeah. Exhibit 8, the statement that Shawn Turner 

issued. 

Q Yep. Were you the primary drafter of that 
statement? 

A I was part of the drafting of it. I don't know if 
I, you know. I don't know if I would characterize myself as 
the primary. There might be been actually somebody -- you 
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1 know, I know that I worked on this a lot with Nick Rasmussen, 

2 so it could have been Nick who could have been the primary. 

3 Q What was the purpose of the statement? Why was it 

4 important to put out? 

5 A I think what, from my perspective, it was useful to 

6 put out our latest understanding of what had happened in 

7 Benghazi, what our analysis was telling us about who was 

8 involved, and the nature of the attack itself. 

9 It was also useful, in particular, because that 

10 obviously, that understanding had changed from what was said 

11 initially about the Initial understanding that there were 

12 protests, and that we had learned that there weren't 

13 protests. 

14 Let me double-check, but l think by this point we knew 

15 that there were not protests. 

16 Q Well, I guess that leads to my next question, which 

17 is when did Matt Olsen learn that there were no protests? 

18 That you said you can remember? 

19 A Right. You know, when I first learned about it was 

20 when we got word from the U.S.. whether it was FBI or CIA who 

21 had reviewed the surveillance tapes, that was the definitive. 

22 Now we knew prior to that both what Morell had said about the 

23 station, but also what the Libyans told us. 

24 But I think in my own mind it was sort of definitive 

25 once we heard from -- 
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Q And you don't know when this was? 

A I don't know exactly when that was. 

Q Okay, 

A I don't know exactly when that was. There's 
probably a way to figure out when that was, just given when 
we got that reporting, because I would have gotten it right 
away. 1 would have gotten it quickly. 

Q Hop ahead to page one. Page one. at the very 
bottom, there is an email from you. Do you see that? 

A Yes . 

Q All. FYI. we provided a draft statement this 
morning to Shawn Turner for further refinement and 
coordination. It includes the following key point about our 
assessment . 

The first sentence: Our understanding and analysis of 
the events of September 11 have evolved as new information 
has become available over the last 17 days. 

Seventeen days is a long time. Do you know, I guess, 
how spread out that new information was over the last 
17 days? Was it roughly an equal amount, you know, on the 
12th as it was on the 26th? Was it, you know, packed up 
front in the week after the attack? Was there more 
information in the week prior to this email chain? 

Do you know when that information came In I guess Is niy 
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question? 
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1 A No. You know, my recollection sitting here today 

2 is that it was sporadic during that two plus weeks, as 

3 opposed to condensed in one timeframe, you know. In other 

4 words, I think we were getting bits and pieces over the 

5 course of that 2 weeks. But you know I mentioned that one of 

6 the critical pieces was U.S. officials reviewing the 

7 surveillance tapes. I mean, that's obviously a very 

8 important point and that would have been a part of that, I 

9 think. 

10 Q Let me keep reading. In the immediate aftermath of 

11 the attack there was information that led us to assess that 

12 the attack began spontaneously following the protest earlier 

13 that day at our Embassy in Cairo. As we learned more about 

14 the attack, our Initial assessment shifted. We now assessed 

15 that the attack was a deliberate and organized assault by 

16 extremists. 

17 Are those two things mutually exclusive? Beginning 

18 spontaneously following the protests, and a deliberate and 

19 organized assault by extremists? 

20 A I would say not completely mutually exclusive, but, 

21 you know, they certainly are. different expressions of, or 

22 assessments of what happened. So there is a material 

23 difference between those two things, between a spontaneous 

24 attack following protests and a deliberate organized assault. 

25 I think those are materially different assessments, although. 
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1 you know, to your question, I don't think they’re completely 

2 mutually exclusive. 

3 Q Next sentence . We have also learned more about the 

4 affiliations of at least some of the perpetrators, and we 

5 assess that some of those involved were linked to groups 

6 affiliated with or sympathetic to Al Qaeda, 

7 So let me tell you what I, how I interpret that 

8 sentence, okay? 

9 A Sure. 

10 Q We have learned more about the affiliations of at 

11 least some of the perpetrators. I bet that's probably true. 

12 You have an extra 2 weeks to identify individuals Involved 

13 and learn about their affiliation. 

14 And we assess that some of those involved were linked to 

15 groups affiliated with or sympathetic to Al Qaeda. We talked 

earlier the f sporting 

17 occurred that came in the day after the attack. That's 

18 something that some folks got shortly after the attack. 

19 A Right. 

20 Q It seems to me to be an extremely carefully worded 

21 sentence. It says we assess that some of those involved, not 

22 we now assess, Just that we assess. 

23 A Right. 

24 Q We have learned more about the affiliations, well, 

25 sure you've learned more, It's been an extra 2 weeks. 
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1 I mean, I guess my question is, when did you learn about 

2 the affiliations of some of these perpetrators? When did you 

3 learn that there was an initial link to Al Qaeda? Didn't 

4 that occur the day after attack? 

5 A So your question is when did we learn about that? 

6 Q Yeah. 

7 A We definitely had, as I’ve mentioned, the AQIM 

8 piece early on, a day or so after. But I think at this point 

9 we had additional information is my recollection, 

10 particularly with Ansar al-Sharia from other sources being 

n involved. 

12 Q And that would be the group affiliated with or 

13 sympathetic to Al Qaeda? 

14 A That would fit within the umbrella of that, yeah, 

15 that phrase, that we assess that some of those involved were 

16 linked to groups affiliated with or sympathetic to Al Qaeda. 

17 Q All right. Let's look at the statement on 

18 exhibit 8, I'm just going to ask a couple of questions about 

19 this, and then I’ll wrap it up. 

20 A Okay . 

21 Q Second full paragraph. In the immediate aftermath, 

22 there was information that led us to assess that the attack 

23 began spontaneously following protests earlier that day at 

24 our Embassy in Cairo. We provided that initial assessment to 

25 executive branch officials and Members of Congress who used 
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that information to discuss the attack publicly and provide 
updates as they became available. 

Do you know what specifically that's referring to, 
providing that initial assessment, who used that Information 
publicly to discuss the attack publicly? 

A No. I assume that is a reference to -- well, you 
know, that the initial intel assessments is what initial 
assessment is. 

Q So that would be a wire or a current? 

A Yeah, A wire right, or some kind of record. 

Q Okay. Throughout our investigation, we continue to 

emphasize the information gathered was preliminary and 
evolving. 

A Yes, 

Q Who is we referring to? 

A That would have been the intelligence community, 

Q Okay. Would that include Susan Rice? Would she be 
part of the intelligence community, as the Ambassador to the 
U.N.? 

A I don't, you know, 1 don't know, Carlton. I mean, 
how, when we use the word we there, you know, this is coming 
from ODNI Public Affairs, 

My sense is that what Turner's referring to 1s speaking 
on behalf of the intelligence community at that point and not 
really beyond that. 
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1 Yeah, if you look at other places with first person 

2 plural, you know, we continue to make progress in the next 

3 paragraph, I think the point of this is to speak on behalf of 

A the DNl as Its representative. 

5 Q Okay. 

6 A I guess the other point there is just that to 

7 support that notion is the idea that we provided that initial 

8 assessment to executive branch officials, sort of 

9 distinguishing between intel community and other executive 

10 branch officials. 

11 Q You know, reading the statement -- and I have read 

12 it several times, I'm often wrong -- I do not see anything 

13 in here that directly addresses the notion as to whether or 

H not protests or demonstrations, whatever word you have, 

15 occurred in Benghazi prior to the attack. You can read it. 

16 Maybe I 'm wrong. 

17 But why isn't that in here, that that was the big 

18 discussion, public discussion as to whether or not that it 

19 occurred. Why didn't that make it into this statement? 

20 A So the short answer is I don't know why it's not in 

21 the statement. You know, I mean, obviously the statement is 

22 pretty, I think it's pretty faithful to the information we 

23 provided in this email as I'm comparing the two, 

24 And certainly the idea that this was a, you know, as l 

25 sort of mentioned before, that we've revised our initial 





291 


1 assessment to reflect new information indicating it was a 

2 deliberate organized terrorist attack carried out by 

3 extremists, that is inconsistent with the idea that this was 

4 a, that this was a protest or, as we said in the paragraph 

5 before, that the attack began spontaneously following the 

6 protests in Cairo. 

7 But you're accurate in observing that it doesn't 

8 specifically take head-on the question of whether or not 

9 there were protests. 

10 Q You guys were aware that there was, you know, 

11 public debate as to whether or not that was the case. 

12 A Right. 

13 Q Whether there were protest or not protests? 

14 A Certainly would have been aware. Yeah, I think I 

15 mentioned before, it was, we were aware of the public debate. 

16 It was not a, you know, an analytic focal point because it's 

17 less material to the real charge that I felt we were 

18 responsible for a responsibility that I felt we had, which 

19 was to identify what happened and who was responsible in 

20 particular. 

21 So that's potentially a partial answer to the question, 

22 but I don't really recall your question, why we didn't make a 

23 reference to the previous answer, assessment that there had 

24 been a protest, and now we were saying there wasn't a 

protest, or at least, I think at this point we knew there 
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wasn't a protest. 

Q Okay, ru wrap up for now. You and the minority 

have been very gracious of my going over so — 

A Just give me one second, let me ask to see if I 
missed anything. 

Ms. Jackson. Yeah. We can take a break and then come 
back on and we can clarify anything. 

[Recess . ] 
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[4:56 p.m.] 

Mr. Kenny. We w1U go back on the record. The time is 

4 : 58 . 

Mr. Olsen. So as we get started, is lt okay for me just 
to give a couple of clarifying comments to Carlton's 
questions . 

Hr. Kenny. Absolutely: please, 

Mr. Olsen. So Carlton, if I could go back to some of 
your questions, if I could, real quick, and make sure 1 am as 
clear and as helpful as possible. 

So one of the questions or areas that you questioned me 
about was, that coordination of like my testimony on the 
19th. And I was clear about the fact that I coordinated on 
this idea that I was going to mention, if asked, the AQIH-AQ 
connection, but hadn't specifically coordinated anything 
about terrorism because I didn't really anticipate getting a 
question about terrorism. 

What I sort of thought about at the time, and since, is 
that, to a large degree, my thought process and even in 
sitting here today, by mentioning A1 Qaeda and AQIM and by 
coordinating on that question -- I was going to mention 
that -- I was putting the coordination point out on terrorism 
as well. You know what I mean? 

I always thought of it as terrorism, but by putting into 
the interagency the idea that there was a connection -- we 
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were looking at connections to AQ, putting out there the idea 
as well that this was terrorism, which, you know, looking at 
it -- you are obviously welcome to ask questions. 

BY MR. DAVIS: 

Q In your mind, they are one in the same? 

A Basically, it is all one in the same, and that Is 
how. in coordinating on this question of A1 Qaeda, I was 
coordinating on the whole idea of this as terrorism. 

Q We have heard testimony from other CIA officials 
just about word choice -- of language. To them, they are the 
exact same thing. But to outsiders -- the press, the 
public they mean different things. 

A Right. And I see that and appreciate that, 
obviously, more in the aftermath of this. But yes, that was 
one point, just to make sure that I wasn't overstating the 
distinction between what I coordinated on and what I didn't 
coordinate on. I think to me, as you said, it was one in the 
same. 

A second quick point of just clarification. You asked 
me questions about Ambassador Rice's Sunday appearance and 
how that squared -- what she said *- with what the IC was 
assessing. 

My general sense is that it was consistent. I haven't 
parsed all of her statements. In particular, the point 
where, to the extent that she said that there was a protest. 
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which we had assessed in Benghazi -- but to the extent that 
she said that there was a protest caused by the video in 
Benghazi, I don't think that we ever said that in the IC. 

I don't think we ever -- it is somewhat of a nuanced 
point -- but I don't think we ever specifically attached the 
protest in Benghazi to the video. We attached it to Cairo, 
but not specifically to the video. Just a quick point of 
clarification. 

And the last point 1 wanted to make is just on the 
statement. We talked a little bit about the November 28 

statement from Sean Turner. 

Q September. 

A September 28; I am sorry. The September 28 

statement from Sean Turner and sort of my involvement in 
generating that and, to a certain extent, my motivation 
behind being involved and role in that. 

What I recall is. in large part -- I felt at the time -- 
this is 17 days after Benghazi -- my job. in part, was to 
defend, to a certain extent, protect the analysts from the 
growing political swirl around Benghazi to ensure their 
continued independence and apolitical nature. 

It seemed like the right thing to do -- to sort of put 
out a statement in defense of what the IC was doing -- and 
the analysts at NCTC -- to really give them the continued 
vote of confidence from the Director of NCTC that what they 
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1 are doing, it Is okay to change, it is okay to have your 

2 position evolve: reading that there is a problem with that 

3 is, in my view -- I did not want them to read what was 

4 happening in the news in a way that would deter them from 

5 following the facts, wherever they would lead, 

6 And I felt like standing up for Clapper or through Sean 

7 Turner and my role, to defend them was the right thing to do 

8 to continue to ensure that they were doing the job the way 

9 they needed to do it. 

10 That is all I had in terms of your questions -- those 

11 three things I wanted to clarify. 

12 Q Thank you. 

13 EXAMINATION 

14 BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

15 Q I think that was a helpful clarification. 

16 During your clarification, you talked a little bit 

17 about, to the extent that Susan Rice connected the video to 

18 the attacks in Benghazi, and earlier you had made some 

19 statements about having an overall impression that she had 

20 been overly emphatic or less equivocal. 

21 I want to give you an opportunity now -- because it 

22 sounds to me like maybe you haven't looked at actually what 

23 she said in a long time -- to go back through a little bit of 

24 what she said and test your memory a little bit on. really, 

25 whether what you are recalling now is based on what she said 
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in the transcripts or the sort of media hubaloo that was 
created after her statements, If that makes sense? 

A Okay. 

Q We will mark this exhibit il. 

[Olsen Exhibit No. 11 

was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. SACH5MAN GROOMS: 

Q And just before we go into that. I just want to 
bring you back to your testimony -- it's exhibit 3 -- in 
front of Senator Lieberman. I want to take you to page 
SCB0051492. 

A Okay. 

Q And about five paragraphs down. I think we had 
talked about this before, but we had sort of stopped before 
we had gotten to this point. So in here, you discuss, you 
know, you mentioned the AQIM connection. And you said: 

At this point, what I would say is that a number of 
different elements appear to have been involved in the 
attack, including individuals connected to militant groups 
that are prevalent in eastern Libya, particularly in the 
Benghazi area, as well. We're looking at indications that 
individuals Involved in the attack may have had connections 
to Al Qaeda or al Qaeda's affiliates: in particularly, Al 
Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb. 

Senior Lieberman said: Right. So that question has not 
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been determined yet -- whether it was a militant -- a Libyan 
group or a group associated with A1 Qaeda influence from 
abroad . 

And you responded: That's right. And I would -- I 
would add that what -- the picture that Is emerging is one 
where a number of different Individuals were involved, so it 
is not necessarily an either/or proposition. 

And he said; Okay. Okay, good, well -- 

And you said quote, "again, as you know, the FBI is 
leading the investigation and that's ongoing." 

Do you see where I am talking about? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay, I think in the previous couple of hours, at 
some point we discussed whether or not it was reasonable to 
reference that the FBI was leading the investigation, and 
then defer to the FBI as being sort of the ultimate arbiter 
and ultimate decisionmaker. Is that accurate? 

A In terms of the investigation, yeah. 

Q And you had explained that the facts were Important 

to you. When you were making that statement, were you 
implying that you thought that the facts weren't important to 
anybody else in the administration? 

A No, no. 

Q And is the reference here to the fact that the FBI 
is leading the investigation, one of those qualifiers that 
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1 you would put in there, to sort of imply or explain that you 

2 weren't certain yet about what the ultimate conclusion of the 

3 investigation would be? 

4 A You know. I think when I am sitting next to the FBI 

5 representative, I think It was important to me to make sure 

6 at this point that there is still I think, to your 

7 question. I think I am making the point that there is still a 

8 lot we don't know about who was involved and ultimately it 

9 was going to be the FBI that was going to help us figure that 

10 out. 

11 The intelligence community, as a whole, was going to be 

12 a part of that; but in terms of the investigation itself, the 

13 FBI would have the lead. So that is why it seemed right to 

14 identify the FBI as leading the investigation In the context 

15 of answering questions about who was involved. 

16 Q And you felt that was appropriate? 

17 A Yes. 

Ig Q And in fact, if we can pull out the exhibit that is 

.19 the Horrel talking points. It is exhibit 2. 

20 A Okay . 

21 Q These were the draft talking points from Saturday, 

22 September 15. that Mr. Morrel sent, 11:08 a.m. 

23 A Yes. 

24 Q In those draft talking points, the third point, 

again, references "under an FBI investigation." Right? The 
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1 investigation is ongoing and the U.S. Government is working 

2 With Libyan authorities to bring to justice those responsible 

3 for the deaths of U.S. citizens." 

4 A Yes. 

5 Q And you had approved, or at least coordinated on 

6 those -- and, essentially, approved those talking points, is 

7 that right? Because here it says, "Michael, this looks good 

8 to me . " 

9 A Yes. So in saying "this looks good to me," I had 

10 concurred with those points, that he sent around. 

11 Q So you thought those points at the time that he 

12 sent them to you were accurate? 

13 A Yes. 

14 Q And you thought they were consistent with the 

15 available Intelligence at that time? 

16 A Yes. 

17 Q And did you think that they were an accurate 

18 representation of the Intelligence Community's best 

19 assessment of the intelligence at that time? 

20 A Yes. Yes. 

21 Q To the extent that it could be said publicly? 

22 A To the extent that it could be said publicly. And, 

23 again, there is certainly room for different points to be 

24 made. These could have been expressed in a number of 

25 different ways, but the gist, I thought, was accurate and 


010 ) 100.1 



301 




129 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

n 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 


consistent . 

And, you know, I should add, if this came to me from an 
NCTC analyst or someone who worked for me, I might have taken 
a different -- I thought these were accurate, but I would 
have maybe taken a harder look at them and maybe felt more 
empowered to edit them. 

They came from Michael Morrel, the Deputy Director -- or 
maybe he was actually Acting Director, at the time: I don't 
remember -- Deputy Director of the CIA, For the purpose that 
I was looking at them, I was satisfied that I would concur 
with what they said. 

Q 1 guess, if you had been handed these talking 
points as an administration official -- as Susan Rice was -- 
would you have felt comfortable talking off of these talking 
points? 

A Yes, certainly. Coming from Morrel. coming from -- 
if I knew they came from Michael Morrel and I knew that 
others had looked at them, that would give me more 
confidence -- that would give me confidence if I were a 
policymaker, whether in the executive branch or Congress, 
relying on these as a basis for a public statement, yes. 

Q Let me take your attention now to the exhibit we 
just marked. It is exhibit 11. The Bates number is 


C05394585. 

You will see it 
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an email from 
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1 Victoria Nuland, and a number of others, from September 19, 

2 at 4:31. The subject line reads: "2012-09-16 - Ambassador 

3 Rice - Sunday Shows," and includes an attachment. If you go 

4 to the next page, the attachment is Bates number C05394586. 

5 A Yes. 

6 Q And it represents itself and appears to be a 

7 compilation of the transcripts from Ambassador Rice's 

8 appearances on the Sunday talk shows. Is that what that is? 

9 A Yes. 

10 Q And I just want to go through a couple of those 

11 real quickly to make sure you have had an opportunity to look 

12 at them, Because I don't think you have had an opportunity 

13 to look at them today, 

14 If you go to page three. And if you look at page three, 

15 on the top. So the numbering up on the top, We're in ABC's 

16 This Week and Ambassador Rice. And it is in that sort of 

17 third full paragraph, but halfway in. 

18 In a response to a question from Jake Tapper, Ambassador 

19 Rice, says quote, "Well, Jake, first of all, it is important 

20 to know that there's an FBI investigation that has begun and 

21 will take some time to be completed. That will tell us with 

22 certainty what transpired." 

23 A Yes . 

24 Q And So is that Susan Rice here referencing sort of 

25 in the Initial beginning of the ABC -- right before she even 
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1 starts answering a question, her referencing that FBI 

2 investigation being ongoing? 

3 A Yes. 

4 Q And then she states quote, "But our current best 

5 assessment, based on the Information that we have at present, 

6 is that in fact what this began as, 1t was a spontaneous, not 

7 a premeditated, response to what had transpired in Cairo." 

8 I want to take this time for you to compare that 

9 sentence to the draft talking points that Mr. Morell sent you 

10 in exhibit 2, Specifically, to the first sentence in there. 

11 A Right. 

12 Q The currently available information suggests that 

13 the demonstrations In Benghazi were spontaneously inspired by 

14 the protests at the U,5. Embassy in Cairo and evolved into a 

15 direct assault against the U.S. Consulate in subsequently its 

16 Annex. 

17 A Yes. 

18 Q Do those statements look consistent to you? 

19 A Yes. Again, 1 think they certainly are. As I 

20 recall her reading this before or at least being aware of 

21 what she said before, that these are generally consistent, 

22 yes. 

23 Q She then goes on a little bit and then, once again, 

24 in what appears to be a pattern -- I am going to take you 

25 through the pattern -- goes back to a caveat at the end that 
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1 the investigation will give the final answers. 

2 So she further down says, "We'll will to see exactly 

3 what the investigation finally confirms, but that's the best 

4 Information we have at present." 

5 Do you see that? 

6 A Yes. 

7 Q So at least in this ABC This Week, does it appear 

8 that she has caveated her answer both at the beginning and at 

9 the end with a reference to the ongoing investigation? 

10 A Yes. 

11 Q And the fact that the information that she had at 

12 the time was the current best assessment, but that it was 

13 subject to change? 

14 A Yes, she definitely does include those caveats. 

15 Q So let's go to CBS Face the Nation. It is on page 

16 eight at the top. 

17 A Just in the interest of sort explaining to a 

18 certain degree why I made the comment I made earlier, which I 

19 think is probably fair to do, again, I think it is generally 

20 consistent. I do think that the reason I think there is, to 

21 a certain degree. Ambassador Rice was more emphatic -- and it 

22 is perhaps a small point -- but, using terms like our best 

23 information 1s that in fact what began as a spontaneous, 1 

24 think that suggests a degree of certainty that we did not 
necessarily have in the IC about what happened. 
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! When we say "the currently available information" -- 

2 when Michael said -- and I agree "the current available 

3 information suggests that the demonstrations in Benghazi were 

4 spontaneously inspired," and Ambassador Rice talks about "our 

5 best information Is In fact what began," It is a slight 

6 difference in emphasis and tone that I think was beyond where 

7 we were in the intelligence community. A small difference. 

8 But the other area is to. I think, to suggest here that 

9 it was a small number of people who came to the embassy. I 

!0 don't know if we said how many people or what that meant or 

11 that they wanted to replicate the challenge in Cairo, That 

12 is somewhat of 1 think -- that goes beyond what we said -- 

13 that they were replicating what we saw, that we talked about 

14 that they were inspired about the protests. 

15 Again, I think small differences -- small level in terms 
15 of -- more in terms of how she expressed those same points, 

17 but that is what has led me to conclude that there are these 

18 slight differences in how she explained the intelligence. 

19 versus what we were saying inside the intelligence community. 

20 Q Let me take you to CBS Face the Nation on page 

21 eight, So here she starts again -- it is I think the third 

22 paragraph down -- by referencing the FBI investigation being 

23 ongoing. 

24 She said quote. "Well, Bob, let me tell you what we 

25 understand to be the assessment at present. First of all 
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very importantly as you discussed with the President, there 
is an investigation that the United States Government will 
launch, led by the FBI, that has begun." And then it goes on 
a little bit. Do you see that? 

A Yes . 

Q And So again. In the beginning of her' statements on 
CBS Face the Nation she again started by referencing that FBI 
investigation. Is that right? 

A Yes. 

Q And if you go down a little bit further, she says, 
quote, "So we'll want to see the results of that 
Investigation to draw any definitive conclusions." Do you 
see that? It is the beginning of the full paragraph. 

A Yes. Thank you. Yes. 

Q Do you read that, again, as an attempt to caveat 
the information that she is providing as being not certain, 
and subject to change? 

A Yes- 

Q Then, again, she goes down and says, "But based on 
the best information we have to date, what our assessment is 
as of the present is In fact what -- it began spontaneously 
in Benghazi as a reaction to what had transpired some hours 
earlier in Cairo, where, of course, as you know, there was a 
violent protest outside of our embassy sparked by this 
hateful video." 
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A Yes , 

Q Is that, again, consistent with the talking points? 

A It is. 

Q Let's go to NBC Meet the Press, It is on page 12. 

In this one, in response to David Gregory's question in the 
first full paragraph by Susan Rice -- the second full 
paragraph -- she says quote: 

"Well, let me tell you the best information we have at 
present. First of all, there's an FBI investigation which is 
ongoing, and we look to that investigation to give us the 
definitive word as to what transpired. " 

Is this, again, starting her answer with a reference to 
the ongoing FBI investigation? 

A Yes. 

Q And the fact that it is uncertain and she won't 
know the definitive answers until it is done? 

A Yes. 

Q Then she says: "But putting together the best 

information we have available to us today, our current 
assessment is that what happened in Benghazi was in fact 
initially a spontaneous reaction to what had just transpired 
hours before in Cairo," Is that consistent with the talking 
point? 

A Yes. 

Q And then later down she says 1n the next full 
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paragraph : 

"What we think then transpired in Benghazi is that 
opportunistic extremist elements came to the consulate as 
this was unfolding," Is that consistent with the HPSCI 
talking point that there are indications that extremist 
participated in the violent demonstration? 

A Yes. those are consistent. 

Q And then, later on, she says quote: 

"Obviously, that's our best judgment now. We'll await 
the results of the investigation and the President has been 
very clear. We'll work with the Libyan authorities to bring 
those responsible to justice." 

So again, that is yet another example of her sort of 
book-ending at the end. in between her statement, that was 
repeating the talking points of the reference to the FBI 
Investigation and that the answers are uncertain. Is that 
accurate? 

A Yes. 

Q Let's go to Fox News Sunday. It is on page 23. 

A 20? 

Q I'm sorry 23. It is at the top. She says quote; 

"Well, first of all, Chris, we're obviously 
investigating this very closely. The FBI has a lead in this 
investigation. " 

Is that, again, her starting her answer with the 
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reference to the FBI ongoing investigation? 

A Yes . 

Q She then goes on to say; 

"The best Information and the best assessment that we 
have today is that in fact this was not a preplanned, 
premeditated attack. That what happened initially was that 
it was a spontaneous reaction to what had just transpired in 
Cairo as a consequence of the video." 

Is that consistent with the HPSCI talking points? 

A Yes . 

Q And then afterwards, once again, she says quote; 

"Obviously, we will wait for the results of the 
investigation and we don't want to Jump to conclusions before 
then, But I do think it Is important for the American people 
to know our best current assessment." 

A Yes . 

Q Is that, once again, her sort of book-ending It 
with another caveat that the information she had was 
preliminary and subject to change? 

A Yes . 

BY MR. KENNY; 

Q Director, if I could. 

A Sure, 

Q I would like to redirect your attention to exhibit 
3, This is the September 19 testimony you gave before HSGAC. 
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1 I direct your attention to page 51491, which is the beginning 

2 of your exchange with Senator then-chairman Lieberman of 

3 HSGAC, 

4 A Yes. 

5 Q We have had an extensive conversation today about 

6 your use of a particular phrase here, calling or confirming 

7 the Senator's question about whether you agreed this was a 

S terrorist attack. 

9 . A Yes. 

10 Q I would like to just drop down a little bit and 

11 read a portion of your testimony and ask you a few questions 

12 about that. 

13 In response to your questions front Senator Lieberman, 

14 the second question -- this is in the middle of the page — 

15 you wrote -- or you testified: 

16 The best information we have now. the facts that we have 

17 now indicate that this was a opportunistic attack on our 

18 embassy. The attack began and evolved and escalated over 

19 several hours at our embassy -- our diplomatic post on 

20 Benghazi. It evolved and escalate over several hours. It 

21 appears that individuals who were certainly well-armed seized 

22 on the opportunity presented as the events unfolded that 

23 evening and into the morning hours of September 12. We do 

24 know that a number of militants in the area, as I mentioned, 

25 are well-armed and maintain those arms. What we don't have 





311 


1 at this point is specific intelligence that there was a 

2 significant advanced planning or coordination for this 

3 attack. 

4 What I would like to ask you about here -- I know we 

5 have touched on it in a little bit in the past hours -- you 

6 have been asked about your beliefs or feelings of whether or 

7 not this was a terrorist attack and when you knew that, 

8 whether or not you believed or agreed that there was a 

9 protest and when there was contravening information to 

10 dispute that, as well. 

11 What I would like to ask you here is, moments before in 

12 your testimony you referred to the attack as a terrorist 

13 attack. Just a few moments later, you referred to as 

14 opportunistic. I would just like to be as clear as possible 

15 for the record that you didn't view the attack as being a 

16 terrorist attack as somehow incompatible with it also being 

17 opportunistic in nature; is that correct? 

18 A Absolutely right. 

19 Q In your mind, it is completely consistent to refer 

20 to the attacks as both being a terrorist attack and 

21 opportunistic. 

22 A Yes . 

23 Q One of those descriptors refers to a potential 

24 motivation. The other refers to perhaps the length of 
planning involved in the attack. Is that right? 
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1 A I think that is fair to say that, yes. 

2 Q And, additionally, when you refer to the attacks -- 

3 that they began and evolved and escalated over several 

4 hours -- again. Is that incompatible with referring to the 

5 attack as a terrorist attack? 

6 A No. Those are consistent or at least potentially 

7 consistent. Yes, consistent. 

8 Q Okay. And to the extent that we have seen other 

9 references or other statements, including assessments that 

10 refer to demonstrations or protests, would those also be not 

11 Inconsistent with the idea or the notion of this being a 

12 terrorist attack? 

13 A Certainly, potentially consistent. Again, if I 

14 could just elaborate a bit, from the outset, as 1 have said, 

15 I viewed this as a terrorist attack even when the initial 

16 reporting, which included several reports both from 

17 classified and open sources that there was a protest. 

18 I never viewed that as being incompatible with the 

19 conclusion that it was a terrorist attract. In other words, 

20 the existence of a protest didn't undercut the conclusion 

21 that it was a terrorist attack or the idea that the 

22 initial -- what we initially said -- called it a spontaneous 

23 demonstration that was spontaneously inspired -- again, that 

24 has to do with the nature of the terrorist attack -- the 

25 timing, the planning, other aspects of it -- but didn't 
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undermine the conclusion in my own mind that this was a 
terrorist attack. 

And I think I tried to make that point I believe later 
on at some point in the testimony 1 gave before the Senate 
Homeland Committee. 

Q Sure. And if I could, I would like to direct you 
to the opening statement you gave and connect kind of the 
idea that you were just making, 

I will direct you to page 51487. And in the second 
paragraph of this transcript there is a reference to the 
attack in Benghazi. Your testimony at that time was quote. 

"Certainly, the attack on our diplomatic post in 
Benghazi that took the lives of four Americans, including 
Ambassador Stevens, is proof that acts of terror and violence 
continue to threaten our citizens and our interests around 
the world. " close quote. 

To the extent that you are subscribing your belief -- at 
least, initially from the outset -- that, based on certain 
facts, that you felt that this was a terrorist attack, here 
you use a slightly different verbiage. You refer to it as 
acts of terror and violence. 

I would just like to ask, was that a judgment that you 

also believed at the time? 

A I am sorry, what? 

Q Was that a judgment that you also believed at the 
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1 time? 

2 A That the attack was proof that acts of terror and 

3 violence continue to threaten citizens, you mean? 

4 Q Yes. 

5 A Yes. definitely. The reason I hesitate is I am 

6 recalling what I meant by saying acts of terror and violence. 

7 As I sit here and read that, I don't know that 1 was trying 

8 to make a distinction between terror and violence of any 

9 import or just sort of referring to the nature of what 

10 threatens our interests and citizens around the world, 

11 Q Sure. Much has been made of the use of one 

12 phrase -- one formulation or the other. 

13 A Right. 

14 Q Sometimes it can have policy and legal 

15 implications, those sorts of things. Your use of acts of 

16 terror here, was that In any way an attempt to downplay the 

17 nature of the attack in Benghazi? 

18 A No. I mean, I think, in fact, without suggesting 

19 that I had this in mind at the time, It certainly would only. 

20 I think, highlight and do the opposite of downplay by using 

21 the term act of terror in that sentence. 

22 Q Okay. Also, In that sentence it does refer to 

23 continuing threats to American citizens and Interests around 

24 the world. 

25 A Yes, 
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Q Were you pressured in any way to downplay the 
extent of the continuation of these threats posed by 
extremists In your testimony here? 

A Never. 

Q And if I could redirect you back -- I apologize for 
flipping back and forth; it is a lengthy document -- we will 
go back to the page we were on: 59491. At the very bottom 
of that page. Senator Lieberman man asks you a question about 
attribution and responsibility, and you replied quote: 

"This is the most Important question that we're 
considering." close quote. 

A Yes . 

Q Is it fair to say that in the days following the 
attack, your principle concern -- the National 
Counterterrorism Center's principle concern -- was 
identifying the attackers and supporting the FBI's 
investigation and bringing the perpetrators to justice? 

A That is absolutely right. That was the overriding 
focus of our work. 

Q Okay. I believe you have been asked this question 
a couple of different ways. I will ask it perhaps an 
additional way. 

Were you ordered or instructed by anyone at the White 
House not to acknowledge in your testimony that the attack 
was a terrorist attack? 
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A No, I never had any discussion prior to my 
testimony about that Issue with anyone at the White House, 

In fact. I don't recall ever talking to anybody at the White 
House about my testimony, period, it certainly was never 
suggested to me not to mention terrorist attack. 

Again, as I mentioned before, by talking about and 
coordinating this Idea that they were looking at connections 
to A1 Qaeda, it sort of Implied that we were looking at this 
as a terrorist attack. 

Q Sure. And, again, another slightly different 

formulation of this. Were you told that the administration's 
policy was not to acknowledge that this was a "terrorist 
attack?" 

A No. 

Let me just add a little bit on that point. This idea 
that the administration or the White House was focused on 
downplaying the idea of A1 Qaeda, if you read my statement 
for the record and my testimony as a whole, it certainly 
doesn't suggest for a moment that threats from Al Qaeda, A1 
Qaeda affiliates, and Al Qaeda-linked groups is 
insignificant. 

In other words, the general message that I was conveying 
at this hearing and the other hearings 1 testified in was the 
nature of the threat is changing; that we made progress 
against core Al Qaeda, but we still face threats against Al 
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Qaeda-l i nked groups; particularly, A1 Qaeda in the Arabian 
Peninsula. And I felt part of my job was to truthfully 
convey the significance of that threat, which I thought was 
substantial, In terms of the potential for terrorist attacks 
against U.S. persons overseas and also inside the United 
States. 

Q And in fact, your appearance here was a regular 
scheduled hearing before Congress on emerging threats. Is 
that accurate? 

A That is right. 

Q And you had given a couple of those before, in the 

past. 

A Right. 

Q Some of those may have also touched on threats 

posed by either core A1 Qaeda or the diffusion or dispersion 
of AQ-aff1liates who inspired terrorism? 

A That is right. 

Q You were asked in the first round a little bit 
about some of the NCTC products. You had mentioned or we 
discussed the NCTC's "Current.” I think they way it was 
described is: Are you aware of what sort of products are 
pushed out to the community or to consumers? And just my 
question on that, the NCTC Current, would that have been 
something would have been available to authorizing committees 
in Congress? 
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1 A Yes. Hy understanding is -- and I don't remember 

2 exactly the mechanism -- but there was a channel for 

3 providing Current and other types of finished intelligence 

4 products to the House and Senate intelligence Committees, in 

5 particular. 

6 Q Is the Current something that is posted on like an 

7 internal Web site that then consumers can access? 

8 A Yes. 

9 Q So rather than being something that is pushed out 

10 directly to people, it is something that is made available 

11 to -- you described it as a wide audience? 

12 A Quite a wide audience. It is an online portal for 

13 the Intelligence community, but I think Cap.net -- I can't 

14 remember exactly, but there is a system here on Capitol 

15 Hill -- where Intel Committees can access those products. 

16 I recall 1 had also worked with our leg affairs to have 

17 an email push of significant intelligence -- things that we 

18 wanted to highlight to members of the Intelligence 

19 Committees -- and push that by email: at least, highlight 

20 particular products by email, 

21 Q So to the extent that an NCTC product such as 

22 Current documented the strategic environment -- 

23 counterterrorism environment in Libya, those products, 

24 presumably, would have been available to Members of Congress, 

25 the HPSCI; is that your understanding? 
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1 A That is, yes. 

2 Q And do you recall in any of the previous emerging 

3 threat hearings that you may have testified before -- the 

4 open hearings -- do you recall whether you were asked any 

5 questions specifically about the AQ threat in Libya? 

6 A Sitting here today, I don't recall that in the open 

7 hearings. I should point out, in addition to the opening 

8 hearings, there were numerous closed hearings, and also 

9 closed briefings with the Intel Coiruni ttees , both by me. but 

10 also by analysts, staff. So there was. from my perspective, 

11 a consistent flow of information to and then back from the 

12 Intel Committees on the overall threat picture. 

13 Q so to the extent that NCTC may have produced 

14 products describing the threat from terrorists In Libya -- 

15 threats to U.S. interests in Libya -- do you recall whether 

16 the White House ever attempted to try to exert any influence 

17 on an NCTC product to downplay or diminish the threat from 

18 AQ and its affiliates? 

19 A No. I have no recollection of that ever happening. 

20 And it would be the kind of thing that would be considered an 

21 egregious act. if there ever had been anything like that. So 

22 it there had ever been such pressure that I was not directly 

23 involved, I would have expected to hear about it, 

24 BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

25 Q And that would apply for not just products related 
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1 to Libya, but -- 

2 A Across the board. Across the board, There are 

3 very few tenets -- 1 am not sure there is a more sort of 

4 Important tenet to an Intel analyst than, that their analysis 

5 is not subject to Influence for any reason other than the 

6 facts that are available. 

7 So that 1s sort of part and parcel of being an analyst. 

8 That never happened 1n my 3 years at NCTC, as far as I 

9 recall, on anything related to our work. 

10 Q To the extent that you had acknowledged both in 

11 NCTC products but also In your testimony, private and in 

12 public, both that A1 Qaeda core was a shadow of Its former 

13 self and also that there was an ongoing threat from A1 Qaeda, 

14 was that a judgment that was shared throughout the 

15 Intelligence community? 

16 A Yes. Those assessments were generally shared 

17 throughout the intelligence community, 

18 So let me give you a little bit longer answer to the 

19 question, because I think it is relevant to this particular 

20 issue, 

21 There was an occasion where -- on the question of 

22 influence on our products, one of the things that we produced 

23 In connection with the Benghazi attacks was a narrative 

24 timeline that included Predator video and surveillance video. 

25 As we were generating that and the narrative that went 
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1 with that product, which has been part of at least the HPSCI 

2 review record -- I know they included it -- we held a meeting 

3 at NCTC to finish the coordinating on that. We were 

4 coordinating the narrative with the intelligence community. 

5 but also DOD, the State Department, and FBI. 

6 It was during one of those meetings -- I held a meeting 

7 at NCTC with sort of ray counterparts to finalize that 

8 product. During that meeting, there was an instance where I 

9 thought there was an occasion where there was some effort to 

10 go beyond what we wanted to do with just the facts: in other 

11 words, some effort to influence what we were saving that 

12 seemed self-serving from the State Department. And I put my 

13 foot down and said, This is just about the facts of the 

14 timeline. It is not about the broader controversy around what 

15 happened. 

16 It is an example of how strongly 1 felt that we needed 

17 to maintain the integrity of the analytic process throughout. 

18 I just think that is a relevant fact in answering that 

19 question about how we view our position, our role with the 

20 IC, 

21 Nr. Kenny . Independence Is something your analysts take 

22 seriously, 

23 Mr. Olsen. Yes, extremely seriously. 

24 BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS; 

25 Q And to the extent that somebody at that meeting 





raised something from the State Department that you did not 
want to include, was that person, in your view, attempting to 
create a false narrative or put inaccurate or false 
Information In? Or, was It Just something that wasn't 
appropriate for that product? 

A It was exactly that. More than that, it went 
beyond -- it wasn't couhterfactual or inaccurate. It Just 
didn't fit with a straightforward assessment of the facts. 

Q So it just wasn't appropriate for that product? 

A For that product, yes. 

BY MR. KENMY: 

Q At the beginning of our session today, you were 
asked about your participation In a secure video conference 
that occurred on the night of the attacks -- a 7:30 SVTC call 
that occurred. 

A Right. 

Q You were asked some discrete questions about what 

occurred on that call, but T was hoping if I could Just ask 
more generally about the tone and the tenor of that call. 

A Sure. 

Q You described in some of your information 

availability your awareness of military assets. Hy question 
to you is whether or not in that call you had a sense of 
whether the safety and security of U.5. personnel in Libya, 
including Benghazi and Tripoli, was something that was being 
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1 taken seriously by the interagency? 

2 A That was the key focus of that video conference and 

3 of paramount concern, was the safety and security of U.5. 

4 personnel 1n Benghazi. 

5 Q Okay. 

6 A As well as the team from Tripoli, of course. 

7 Q To the extent you were asked the question about the 

S YouTube video and the discussion about a YouTube video that 

9 night. I take it that wasn't a key focus at that SVTC or that 

10 was a focus that maybe touched upon NCTC's equities at the 

11 time? 

12 A 1 would say that the issue of safety went beyond 

13 Benghazi. So we were concerned that this was not going to be 

14 limited in terras of risk to U.S. personnel to Benghazi, and 

15 that the reason for that was the reaction to the video -- 

16 what we had seen in Cairo. 

17 So I think out of concern for protecting the safety of 

18 li.S. personnel at other diplomatic posts, the thought was to 

19 limit the continued dissemination of the video via YouTube. 

20 Q Did you see over the course of that week -- not 

21 just limited to that particular SVTC, but to the days that 

22 followed the attacks -- did you in fact see that that video 

23 was beginning to spread throughout the region? 

24 A Yes , 

25 Q And incite additional unrest? 
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1 A I don't remember the numbers, but I would say in 

2 the dozens. I should be careful, I don't know the number of 

3 diplomatic posts that we had seen protests, but it was 

4 several -- after Benghazi. 

5 Q What was your understanding of the protest at those 

6 locations? What was the cause of those protests? 

7 A I think it was the video Itself and reaction to the 

S video. 

9 Q YouTube? 

10 A The threat video. I don't know a better way to 

11 call it than the YouTube video. The Innocence of Muslims 

12 video. Yes. 

13 Q 50 the request then that was made of you -- of 

14 NCtC -- to work or coordinate with the FBI or to work and 

15 address access to the video, is that something that you 

16 viewed as inappropriate at that time, in the context of that 

17 discussion? 

18 A No. I thought the effort was the right thing to 

19 do. I thought that we were not the right people to carry out 

20 that task, but I 100 percent thought that was the right step 

21 to be taking at the time. 

22 Q And throughout that week, did you continue to 

23 participate In secure video teleconferences -- 

24 A Yes . 

25 Q ♦* discussing ongoing unrest in the region? 
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1 A Yes; as well as meetings in person and at the White 

2 House. 

3 Q OKay. So is it fair to say that concern for the 

4 safety and security of U.S. personnel remained throughout 

5 that week and in the weeks that developed? 

6 A And beyond, yes. At NCTC, 1 think we developed a 

7 product, We had a threat matrix that we put out every 

8 morning. I think we developed -- 1 recall we developed -- we 

9 culled out of the threat matrix -- which is essentially a 

10 catalog of all raw reporting -- anything relating to 

11 diplomatic posts. 

12 And so it just was a separate section of that threat 

13 matrix that dealt with threats to State Department facilities 

14 around the world, even if they weren't necessarily related 

13 strictly to terrorism, as I recall. So even suspicious 

16 activities. Just as a reflection of how heightened our 

17 concern was. 

18 Q And was that a process that you deployed daily for 

19 the State Department? 

20 A For the intelligence community. It was an Intel 

21 Community product. It was certainly available to the State 

22 Department; but yes, we developed that post-Benghazi. 

23 Q Okay, So the threat matrix didn't exist before the 

24 attacks? 

25 A The threat matrix generally did. but then this 
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1 piece of the threat matrix that just focused on diplomatic 

2 posts was culled out of the threat matrix -- those particular 

3 types of threats -- in order to give us better insights to 

4 policymakers and Intel Community folks better insights about 

5 threats to diplomatic posts. 

6 Q Do you recall your participation in the SVTCs as 

7 being a daily occurrence, twice daily occurrence, through 

8 this period? 

9 A There were a number of different things going on, 

10 but my participation in the sort of deputy-level meetings 

11 would have been not probably daily, but multiple times a week 

12 for the first few weeks after Benghazi. But beyond that, 

13 there are -- at a lower level, there are secure video 

14 conferences. Every day. NCTC hosts a secure video conference 

15 three times a day with the intelligence community and with 

16 non-intel community components of the government. And they 

17 would’ have talked about these things, 

18 Q Understanding it has been some time, but do you 

19 recall a specific SVTC that occurred on Sunday. September 16? 

20 A No. Saturday, the 15th, we talked about. Sunday, 

21 the 16th; no, I don’t recall. 

22 

23 

24 
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BY MS. SAWYER; 

Q So Director, I think we're almost done. 

A Okay. I'm okay. Yeah, of course. 

Q But 1 have just a couple of questions and you're 

going to indulge me. 

I just wanted to direct your attention to exhibit 7, and 
you spent a little time talking with my colleague about that. 

A Yes, 

Q On the second page, one thing 1 don't think that 

was discussed was in the context of your response -- it is 
about halfway down -- your response about the potential 
statements to kind of clarify where things stood. And you 
will see it says; "From Matt Olsen." It's on Thursday. 
September 27. 2012, 

A Yes . 

Q It's addressed to "Ben." and I assume that's Ben 

Rhodes on that email address. I will give you a second just 
to read that, and I have just a couple of questions. 

A Yes. Okay. I'm good. 

Q That second paragraph starts with, "I expect our 

statement to make these points," and then it has several 
points, the first of which is, "The IC’s job is to follow the 
facts wherever they lead." 

Was that -- and I assume the things that you're putting 
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1 in here -- and we can kind of go through each and every one 

2 of them --that was, indeed, what the intelligence community 

3 was seeking to do throughout in its assessment of what had 

4 happened in Benghazi? 

5 A Absolutely. 

6 Q You go oh in the second point to say: "This was a 

7 chaotic situation at the outset; we had more questions than 

8 answers as the event unfolded." 

9 I think we've gotten some sense of that today, and maybe 

10 it's hard to put yourself back 3-1/2 years ago. but was that 

11 kind of your sense that, at the time, there were a lot of 

12 questions, not a lot of answers, it was chaotic? 

13 A Yes, particularly at the outset. As I say, it was 

14 very chaotic. 

15 Q And, again, that first principle still was 

16 governing, right, you were seeking to follow the facts where 

17 they led, even in a chaotic and unfolding situation? 

18 A Yes. 

19 Q It goes on to say in the next bullet; "Our 

20 collection has been limited and fragmentary." 

21 What does that kind of mean, if you can flesh that out a 

22 little bit? 

23 A Sure. You know, what we were getting was extremely 

24 limited from -- particularly at the outset -- from sources 

23 that were either some 1 itni ted based 
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really ^^Baccess , which is, you know, again, limited and 
sometimes fragmentary, you know, where they happened to have 
the ability to collect information or. you know. 

And then what I recall is sort of a f rustratingly small 
number ofldJources that were providing reliable 
information. That was the nature of eastern Libya. I think, 
at the time. It was just we did not have a lot ofllll^l 
source information. So that was, I think, what I was saying 
there basically. 

Q And I think early on you had indicated that at the 
same time, as you've just explained, that you were, you know, 
getting some limited and fragmentary Information, there was a 
tremendous demand from what I'm going to refer to as 


consumers -- 


A Yes. 

Q -- of information. I assume that would be people 

in Congress, others in the executive branch, certainly 
reporters, the American people -- 
A Right. 


Q -- to provide information, 

A That's right, 

Q You go on to say in here: "Our understanding of 
the attack has evolved as new information has become 

" You know, I assume, not only was that true; but 
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1 was that something just unique to this situation, or is that 

2 sometimes -- is that often what happens? 

3 A No, that's always the case, particularly after 

4 anything that's a crisis situation. It was true In my 

5 experience after the Boston attack. It was true after other, 

6 you know, significant events like this. It's just that we -- 

7 the initial reports are often Inaccurate, and we really try 

8 to sort out, through tradecraft, what we can rely on so that 

9 we can provide precise information. 

10 Q And your reference to "tradecraft" there, we have 

11 heard from a number of folks in the course of this 

12 investigation, I'm sure in the course of prior congressional 

13 investigations as well, about tradecraft and its application 

14 here. 

15 Was there anything in what you've witnessed or 

16 participated in with regard to the assessments in Benghazi 

17 that departed from what would be longstanding, established, 

18 you know, analytic tradecraft? 

19 A No, there's nothing I've seen that departed from 

20 established tradecraft. 

21 Q And then you go on to say: "We have taken care to 

22 be precise about the facts and about what we knew and did not 

23 know." So I assume that was true, certainly, as you tried to 

24 explain, you said there was a demand for the information, so 

25 as you tried to explain over time, you tried to take care to 
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1 be precise, 

2 A Yes. 

3 Q And then, finally; “At every opportunity," your 

^ email concludes, "we have reported these facts based on the 

5 developing Intelligence." Again, you were trying to keep 

6 people updated as instances developed? 

7 A Yes. 

8 Q And, certainly, we have talked a lot about various 

9 statements. Some of these statements were made in the 

10 public domain. Presumably, you were also giving classified 

11 briefings at the time, 

12 A Yeah. In fact, the classified briefings 

13 outnumbered the Information we were providing publicly. 

M Q And, certainly, in the classified setting, you 

15 might have been able to convey more detailed information 

16 about all of these things as they were developing based on 

17 the intelligence. Is that a fair statement? 

IS A Yes. It is, certainly, the case that we would be 

19 able to be more specific in the classified setting in terms 

20 of what we were learning from intelligence sources. 

21 Q And so some of the adjustment or. perhaps. 

22 difficulty and then translating it to some of the other 

23 consumers -- the public consumers -- who wouldn't have access 

24 to classified would be trying to make an assessment as to the 

25 level of detail that could be given at any particular point 
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1 1n time? 

2 A That's right. Yeah. 

3 Q And the level of detail that might have been able 

4 to be given on September the 13th 1n the public domain might 

5 differ from the level of detail that could be given in the 

6 public domain on September 19th? 

7 A Yes. That's right. 

S Q And fair to say, when Ambassador Rice appeared on 

9 September 16th, the level of detail that could be provided or 

10 that people felt comfortable providing in the public domain 

11 may have differed than it would have been on the 19th when 

12 you testified before HS6AC? 

13 A That's right. It was true here, but it's generally 

14 true that, you know, following an event like an attack like 

15 in Benghazi, over time you feel more confident providing more 

16 detail as you learn more and can provide that information 

17 publicly, and you'd expect that to evolve over time. yes. 

1? Q And in the efforts to coordinate among the 

19 interagency and figure out what was appropriate to say in the 

20 public domain in particular, is It fair to say that different 

21 people would have sensitivities to whether information was 

22 classified or not classified, and revealed sources, revealed 

23 methods might potentially interfere with an FBI investigation 

24 that was ongoing? 

25 A Well, those would certainly be some of the 
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considerations that would be brought to bear on what we could 
say publicly. 

Q So in the 3-1/2 years -- it my math is correct -- 
since the attack, certainly, there has been significant 
examination, we've done a fair amount of it today, in 
addition to the course of the other investigations, 

Ambassador Rice has been accused of an array of faults for 
going on national TV. One is that she intentionally lied to 
the American people. Some say she spun a false narrative. I 
think what you are explaining to us today is you felt, upon 
reflection of what she had said, that she may have been more 
emphatic than, for example, you might have been. 

I just want to make perfectly clear, though, because in 
the back and forth what I found interesting was, you know, 
she's been faulted for having told the American people that 
there was a protest that preceded the attack that occurred 
that night in Benghazi. But that is, in fact, what the U.S. 
Government believed that day. is it not? 

A Right. Yes. So the -- yes. we believed at that 
time that -- and we were assessing that there had been a 
protest in Benghazi , and that was part of the intelligence 
assessment at that time. 

Q So the fact that she may have -- and I don't know 
if this was a personal tick of hers that you make the 
reference to, in fact. I noticed, on one of the pages that 
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1 you and my colleague were reading, she actually repeats that 

2 very phrase. 

3 A Yes. 

4 Q So that might be a personal tick on her part. 

5 But also, as of that day, it was the assessment based 

6 on -- I think, Mike Horell has referenced it. and I know 

7 prosecutors don't always agree with this term -- as the 

8 evidentiary basis, it was factually what we believed that 

9 day . 

10 A That there had been a protest in Benghazi. Yes, 

11 that was what we were assessing at the time. And -- yeah. 

12 Q And that, to the extent that she also indicated 

13 that had a connection. She says here that it was a 

14 spontaneous reaction to what had just transpired hours before 

15 in Cairo, That also was, in fact, what the U.S. Government 

16 believed the day that she appeared on the talk shows? 

17 A I’m sorry, that what? I'm sorry, 

18 Q That it was a spontaneous reaction to what had just 

19 transpired hours before in Cairo. She goes on to explain 

20 that what happened in Cairo was prompted, of course, by the 

21 video. 

22 A Right. 

23 Q So again, like the fact of a protest or the issue 

24 of a protest, that was, in fact, what the U.S, Government 

25 believed the day that she appeared, September the 16th. 
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A Right, because the talking points, at least as 1 
saw them on the Saturday before her testimony -- her 
statement -- her appearance on the Sunday shows, that Morell 
sent around, we said that the currently available information 
suggested demonstrations in Benghazi were spontaneously 
inspired by protests at the U.S. Embassy in Cairo, 

Q Right. So the day she appeared, again, given your 
best assessment, based on the currently available information 
that she had, was. you know, in fact, that a protest had 
occurred and that it bad been inspired by the events in Cairo 
earlier that day. 

A Yes. 

Q And then just like -- I probably should have asked 

this. 3 think it was apparent. 

[Discussion off the record,] 

BY MS. SAWYER; 

Q Sorry. 

A That's okay. 

Q I think it was apparent, but just to conclude -- 
again, with exhibit 7 -- the discussion you and I had about 
kind of what you had articulated as the goals for that 
statement and explaining how it unfolded, I mean, that, in 
fact, did represent kind of how you and others had treated 
the Benghazi. All of the things that we talked about, about 
trying to follow the facts where they -- following the facts 
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where they led -- 

A Right, 

Q -- conveying that, that was accurate, that wasn't a 

false portrayal of how you or others in the government had 
treated this crisis. Is that true? 

A Yes. This is the September 27th email. 

Q Yes . 

A Yes, that's certainly true, how we looked at the 
circumstances around what our responsibility was, 

Q So this wasn't some kind of tail spun to kind of 
protect the government after there had been some criticism 
about the handling of the assessment of the Benghazi attacks? 

A Definitely not. 

BY HS, SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

Q And is it fair to say that the accuracy of those 
statements was something that was shared by Denis McDonough? 

A Of my September 27th email -- 

Q Yes. 

A -- to those individuals? You know, look, 

everything in my experience with the people who I sent that 
to, from -- on the "to" line as well as the "cc" line -- from 
Ben Rhodes, to Cardillo, to McDonough, to Brennan, to Morell, 
Nick, Shawn Turner, my experience over 

dealing with those individuals before and since is that they 
would absolutely agree that that was our job. And So I mean. 
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I'm not sure there's more I can add to that other than I 
think that they -- that this was absolutely where they would 
want the NCTC and the intelligence community to be in 
pursuing our job of explaining what happened in Benghazi. 

Q And I think your statement there is also bolstered 
by Denis McDonough's email response, and I'll just read It 
into the record. 

He says: "Thanks. Matt and team, for all the work you 
are doing. The form and nature -- and of course the 
substance -- of these documents is your call. 

"The main issue here is our collective need to keep 
Congress Informed of what we know and assess about the 
developments in and around the Benghazi attack. Many of the 
reports that have been made public are incomplete -- and some 
assertions that have appeared in the press are completely 
inaccurate -- so we have an obligation to make sure Congress 
is kept up to date on what intelligence we have as well as 
our best assessments." 

That was from 10:09 p.m. , September 27th. 

So is that sort of consistent with your understanding of 
his general views? 

A Yeah, Not only is that consistent in this 
instance, but it's consistent In my dealings with Denis, 
again, before and since. That is how he would approach the 
intelligence community, and that's how he would approach me 
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1 and the role of NCTC. 

2 Q And you followed up the next day, Friday. 

3 September 28th, at 10:40 a. in., with a draft statement. You 

4 said you provided a draft statement this morning to Shawn 

5 Turner, and I think we have already discussed that statement. 

6 But was that statement meant to be a good faith effort 

7 to address some of the confusion that had developed over the 

S public characterization of the attacks? 

9 A I think that’s a fair way to look at what we were 

10 trying to accomplish, yes. Again, I think I said before too 

11 that I think it was important, from my perspective, for the 

12 DNI, given some of the discussion in the press, to give a 

13 strong and public statement about where we were as a 

14 community and also to defend the idea that it's not only okay 

15 but, you know, sort of not uncommon for assessments to evolve 

16 as you get more Information, and that’s what we want our 

17 analysts to do. 

18 For my part, as, you know, I am with my anal/sts at 

19 NCTC, were, obviously, aware of the public debate, I wanted 

20 them to feel that we basically had their back and that they 

21 should continue to do their job. 

22 Q And were you in any way trying to create or 

23 perpetuate some kind of false narrative or some political 

24 narrative? 

25 A No. 
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BY MR. KENNY; 

Q I appreciate your patience, Director. 

A No probleni, 

Q I'll shift gears a little bit. This will, 
hopefully, conclude our portion. 

I'm going to read for you a series of allegations that 
were made publicly about the attacks, in the 3-1/2 years 
since the attacks, and just ask if you have any personal 
knowledge or information to support that allegation. There 
are several of them, so it will take a little bit of time to 
work through them. 

A Okay. 

Q So I would appreciate your Indulgence. 

A Okay. 

Q I will start with the first one. 

It has been alleged that Secretary of State Clinton 
intentionally blocked military action on the night of the 
attacks. One Congressman has speculated that Secretary 
Clinton told Leon Panetta to stand down, and this resulted in 
the Defense Department not sending more assets to help in 
Benghazi . 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton 
ordered Secretary of Defense Panetta to. quote, "stand down," 
close quote, on the night of the attacks? 

A No. 
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1 Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State 

2 Clinton issued any kind of order to Secretary of Defense 

3 Panetta on the night of the attacks? 

4 A No, 

5 Q Next allegation. 

6 It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton personally 

7 signed an April 2012 cable denying security to Libya. The 

8 Washington Post Fact Checker evaluated this claim and gave it 

9 four Pinocchios -- its highest award -- for false claims. 

10 Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton 

11 personally signed an April 2012 cable denying security 

12 resources to Libya? 

13 A No. 

14 Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton was 

15 personally involved in providing specific instruction on 

16 day-to-day security resources in Benghazi? 

17 A No. 

IX Q Next, 

19 It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton 

20 misrepresented or fabricated intelligence on the risks posed 

21 by Qadhafi to his own people in order to garner support for 

22 military operations in Libya in spring 2011. 

23 Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton 

24 misrepresented or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed 

25 by Qadhafi to his own people in order to garner support for 
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military operations in Libya in spring of 2011? 

A No. 

Q Next. 

It has been alleged that the U.S. mission in Benghazi 
could have transferred weapons to Syrian rebels through other 
countries. A bipartisan report issued by the House Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence found that, quote, "The CIA 
was not collecting and shipping arms from Libya to Syria." 
close quote, and that they found, quote, "no support for this 
allegation," close quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the House 
Intelligence Committee's bipartisan report finding that the 
CIA was not shipping arms from Libya to Syria? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the U,S. facilities 

in Benghazi were being used to facilitate weapons transfers 
from Libya to Syria or to any other foreign country? 

A No. 

Q A team of CIA security personnel was temporarily 

delayed from departing the Annex to assist the Special 
Mission Compound. There have been a number of allegations 
about the cause of and the appropriateness of that delay. 

The House Intelligence Committee Issued a bipartisan report, 
concluding that the team was not ordered to, quote, "stand 
down," close quote, but that, instead, there were tactical 
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1 disagreements on the ground over how quickly to depart, 

2 Do you have any evidence that would contradict the House 

3 Intelligence Committee's finding that there was no stand-down 

4 order to CIA personnel? 

5 A No. 

6 Q Putting aside whether you might agree with that 

7 decision or think it was the right decision, do you have any 

8 evidence that there was a bad or improper reason behind the 

9 temporary delay of CIA security personnel who had departed 

10 the Annex to assist the Special Mission Compound? 

11 A No. 

12 Q Concern has been raised by one Individual that In 

13 the course of producing documents to the Accountability 

14 Review Board damaging documents may have been removed or 

15 scrubbed out of that production. 

16 Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State 

17 Department removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the 

18 materials that were provided to the ARB? 

19 A No. 

20 Q Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State 

21 Department directed anyone else at the State Department to 

22 remove or scrub damaging documents from the materials that 

23 were provided to the ARB? 

24 A No . 

25 Q I'lti going to ask this question for documents 
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1 provided to Congress. Do you have any evidence that anyone 

2 at the State Department removed or scrubbed damaging 

3 documents from the materials that were provided to Congress? 

4 A No. 

5 Q It has been alleged that CIA Deputy Director Mike 

6 Morell altered unclassified talking points about the Benghazi 

7 attacks for political reasons and that he then misrepresented 

8 his actions when he told Congress that the CIA. quote. 

d "faithfully performed our duties in accordance with the 

10 highest standards of objectivity and nonpartisanship." close 

11 quote. 

12 Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Mike 

13 Norell gave false or intentionally misleading testimony to 

14 Congress about the Benghazi talking points? 

15 A No. 

15 Q Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director 

!7 Norell altered the talking points that were provided to 

18 Congress for political reasons? 

19 A No. 

20 Q It has been alleged that Ambassador Susan Rice made 

21 an intentional misrepresentation when she spoke on the Sunday 

22 talk shows about the Benghazi attacks. 

23 Do you have any evidence that Ambassador Rice 

24 intentionally misrepresented facts about the Benghazi attacks 
on the Sunday talk shows? 
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1 A No. 

2 Q It has been alleged that the President of the 

3 United States was. quote, "virtually AWOL as 

4 Commander in Chief," close quote, on the night of the attacks 

5 and that he was, quote, "missing in action," close quote. 

6 Do you have any evidence to support the allegation that 

7 the President was virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief or 

8 missing in action on the night of the attacks? 

9 A No . 

10 Q It has been alleged that a team of four military 

11 personnel stationed at Embassy Tripoli on the night of the 

12 attacks, who were considering flying on the second plane to 

13 Benghazi, were ordered by their superiors to, quote, "stand 

14 down," close quote, meaning cease all operations. Military 

15 officials have stated that those four individuals were, 

16 instead, ordered to. quote, "remain in place," close quote, 

17 in Tripoli to provide security and medical assistance at that 

18 location. A Republican staff report issued by the House 

19 Armed Services Committee found that, quote, "There was no 

20 stand-down order issued to U.S. military personnel in Tripoli 

21 who sought to join the fight in Benghazi," close quote. 

22 Do you have any evidence to contradict the conclusion of 

23 the House Armed Services Committee that there was no 

24 stand-down order issued to U.S. military personnel in Tripoli 

25 who sought to join the fight in Benghazi? 
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A No, 

Q It has been alleged that the military failed to 
deploy assets on the night of the attack that would have 
saved lives. However, former Republican Congressman Howard 
"Buck" HcKeon, former chairman of the House Armed Services 
Committee, conducted a review of the attacks, after which he 
stated, quote. "Given where the troops were, how quickly the 
thing all happened, and how quickly it dissipated, we 
probably couldn't have done more than we did," close quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict Congressman 
HcKeon 's conclusion? 

A No , 

Q Do you have any evidence that the Pentagon had 
military assets available to them on the night of the attacks 
that could have saved lives, but that the Pentagon leadership 
intentionally decided not to deploy? 

A No, 

Mr. Kenny, Director. I appreciate it. Thank you again 
for your many years of service. 

With that, we'll go off the record. 

Hr. Davis , Actually, I just have one question based on 
something you mentioned, Peter. 

Mr. Kenny . We can stay on the record. 

BY MR. DAVIS: 

Q You mentioned there was a meeting in your office at 





346 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

n 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 


174 

Tav ' iie-J 

NCTC to kind of finalize the timeline with other individuals. 

A Yes , 

Q When did that meeting take place, the one you were 
referring to? 

A I'm not sure the exact date, but It would have 
been. I think, sometime -- my best recollection is it would 
have been sometime in late October. 

Q October. Okay. 

A Yeah, October timeframe. 

Q And what did this individual from the State 
Department say or do that kind of gave you pause? 

A To iny recollection -- and it's not specific -- it 
was -- it had to do with information that would have been 
supportive of what the State Department was doing on that 
night, and it was more qualitative than factual, 

Q Do you recall specifically what it was? 

A I don't recall other than my recollection is that I 
thought that that -- and I said so -- I didn't think that 
belonged in what we were doing. 

Q Who from the State Department made those comments? 

A It was Philippe Reines. 

Mr. Davis , Okay, Thank you. 

Mr, Kenny. Oft the record. 

Mr. Olsen, Just one moment, if 1 could, just to confer 
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[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Olsen. I'm good. Thank you. 

[Whereupon, at 6:15 p.m. , the interview was concluded.) 
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EXHIBIT 2 


unclassified 



From: Matthew G'. Olsen 
Date: 09/.15/2012 11:15 AM 


Gc: 


Moi 

\u 


Subject: [^N]RE: 

To- -Rhodes. Benjamin . Robert CasiakLAlan 

R fffyv__aiiBb«njj (_ I martc.rtuilan (L ! 

inflL _ J^Hsa.monaoH I 

cjpfr ecA/oPA- I' I . 

cx/^ 


l^ease respond to "Matthew 
G.OIsen” 


CLASSIFICATI(»?.J UNCLASSIFIED 


Michael — This looks- good to me. 

-Matt 

******•*****■***♦-***** ***********^** 

Theae are the points that OiTOI le.g s^t to Rnpparsberger yesterday afternoon 
based on his request;- 


It's very 'early, less than. 72 hours since the-attaoK. So there Is a lot we 
don't know. 

AS time. progresses’, we are learning, more, but we still complete 

nicture oE what happened. Fortunately we have the FBI leading Ois . , 

InvLtigaLon of the attach. Regrettably they have; all too much experience In 

these matters. 

reporting fiom before and. after the-atta<dc to determine the full extent or wno 
was involved. 

well-armed militia- remaining... 

Since the revolution,, we have-, some indicators al-Qa'.ida and other groups are , 
sSkU ^ Sst^lish-' a , presence in Libya. Reme«i>er some senior al-Qa-rda 
members such as Abu Yahya. al-Libi -came from .Libya. 

we are very cautious.- about; drawing any firm- conclusions, at this point with 
regarS to-^he identification and motivation of tha attackers. The IC is 


UNCLaSSIFIED 



UNCLASSIFIED 


working aggressively &o- this end> and the FBI will continue its investigation. 

Direst in the Middle East, creates a perroissive- environn^nt for terrorists. In 
the days and weeks ahead, we need to be especially -vigilant in protectxng our 
people . 


Original Message^-. — „ 

From: Rhodes' Benjamin, j;. CRiailto;B'enjanjiii_J,_;Riiode8L 
Sent; Saturday, September 15; 2012 11:12 AM' 



Uark.qiuliand .. 

1 jeinglij I 



cc:[_psk . 

fb 

1 • 

Subject: RB: 



This is good '.by me. 




2lngl^3 . 

Cc; r O^/O^k 



-Original Message' 

From; inichaejiii@uaia.gov [mailto:michaej 
Sent; Saturday, 2012 

To: gnher fc..g«^illd | alanrd 

8ul 1 iv Mi i \ waric. Qiu Hanot 

jclnqlil 1 lisa.m onacd 

CC: f < 

SubjectT 

Per the discussion at -Deputies,. -hare- are. the revised TPs for KPSCI.. Let me 
know what you think. 

--The earrently available information 'suggests that the demonst^tioM in 
Benghazi were spontaneously inspired by the protests at the US ^assy In 
Cairo and evolved into a direct assault against the ^ 

subsequently its . annex. There are ^dications -that- extremists, participated in 

the violent demonstrations. 


--This assessment may change as additional information is 
analyzed and as- currently avail^le infomation. continues 


collected and 
to- be evaluated. 


--The investigation is on-going, and the US Government is 
authorities to bring to justice those responsible for the- 


working with Libyan 
deaths US citizens. 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Meehan, Bernadette 

Wednesday, September 19, 2012 2:16 PM 
Mills, Cheryl D <MillsCO@state.gov> 
FW: OLSEN TRANSCRIPT 


From: Shawn.Turnei^^^H [mallto| 

Sent: Wednesday, September 19, 2012 2 :11 PH 

To^hote^eniamin J.; Vietor, Tommy; 

Meehan, Bernadette; Ha yden, Caitlin; tBradse 
SullivanJJ@state.gciv; AdamsDSOstate.gov; 

RelnffiP@Sate.gov 
Subject: OLSEN TRANSCRIPT 



JMulandVJ@state.gov; 
state.gov; 


The Director of ODNI's National Counterterrorism Center, Matt Olsen testified today before 
the Senate Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs Committee. Here's a copy of the 
transcript. 


There are a few articles out already focusing on his comment that Benghazi was a terrorist 
attack, the attack was not pre-planned, and responsible groups may be linked to AQ. 


Shawn 


Hearing of the Senate Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs Committee 
Subject: Homeland Threats and Agency Responses 
Chaired by: Senator Joseph Lieberman (ID-GT) 

Witnesses: Janet Napolitano, Secretary of Homeland Security; Kevin Perkins, Associate 

Deputy FBI Director; Matthew Olsen, Director of the National Counterterrorism Center, 

Office of the Director of National Intelligence 

Location: 342 Dirksen Senate Office Building 

Time: 10:00 a.m. EST, Date: Wednesday, September 19, 2012 

SENATOR JOSEPH LIEBERMAN (ID-CT): (Sounds gavel.) The hearing will come to order. 

Good morning to all. This is our annual - our committee's annual homeland threat assessment hearing. I 
want to welcome back Janet Napolitano, secretary of the Department of Homeland Security; and Matt 
Olsen, the director of the National Counterterrorism Center; and welcome the associate deputy director 
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, Kevin Perkins, who is standing in for Director Bob Mueller 
today. The director had to undergo unexpected - an unexpected surgical procedure resulting from 
complications associated with a recent dental treatment, so he's unable to join us today. But we welcome 
Mr. Perkins in his stead and with confidence, we extend best regard to the director for a speedy 
recovery. 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 




352 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


This will be the final time that I have the privilege of chairing this annual hearing, so I want to use this 
opportunity to thank each of you for your leadership in our nation's homeland security and 
counterterrorism efforts, through you to thank those who work with you in each of your departments or 
agencies. And more narrowly, to thank you for the productive relationship that each of you and your 
predecessors have had with this committee. 

The obvious fact is -- as I both look at — as I look at the three of you and then look back, is that on 
September 1 1th, 2001, two of the three organizations testifying today did not exist. And the third, the 
FBI, was a very different organization than it is today, focused on domestic crime, as it had been for 
quite awhile. 

Obviously, in the aftermath of the terrorist attacks on America of 9/11/01, the Congress and the 
executive branch created the Department of Homeland Security. And then pursuant to the 9/1 1 
commission recommendation, created the National Counterterrorism Center. The FBI essentially 
recreated itself into a first-rate, domestic cotmterterrorism intelligence agency — in addition to carrying 
out all its other responsibilities. 

And in his absence, we should thank Director Mueller for what I fhink.is the extraordinary job he's done 
in overseeing this historic transformation and to thank the two of you - Secretary Napolitano and 
Director Olsen - for what you've done. 

Together, these changes represent the most significant reforms of America’s national security 
organizations since the '40s — the 1940s at the beginning of the Cold War. And it's not coincidental, 
since after 9/1 1 , we understood that we were facing a very different threat to our national security and 
with an intensity that we hadn't experienced through most of American history: a very real threat to our 
homeland security. 

So as I look back, I really want to, again, thank you. Your predecessors in each of these roles - in the 
FBI, Bob Mueller's pretty much been there whole time — and the thousands of federal employees who 
work under you. Because I think without question, because of all that the three organizations represented 
here before us have done, the American people have been much safer here at home than we otherwise 
would have been — "we" the American people — if you had not existed. So with a lot of gratitude, I 
thank you for that remarkable transformation. 

We've made a lot of progress. We've kept the enemy away for most of the last 1 1 years. The most 
significant — I'll put it a different way: "rhe most lethal of attacks on our homeland have actually been 
carried out, as we know, by homegrown terrorists — Hasan at Fort Hood and Bledsoe at the Army 
Recruiting Station in Little Rock. But you know, the battle goes on and it's hard to reach a conclusion, 
other than it will go on for a long time. 

Obviously, we hold this hearing today still mourning the deaths of the American ambassador to Libya, 
Chris Stevens, and three other State Department personnel. Still, speaking personally, infuriated by 
those attacks that resulted from a movement against — which I believe to be a terrorist act — against our 
consulate in Benghazi on the 1 1th anniversary of the attacks of September 11th. 

These attacks do many things but they remind us, I think, first of the bravery and commitment of 
government officials who serve in countries around the world, supporting the struggles of people in 
those countries to live free, and by doing so work to improve our own national security. 

The attack in Libya also reminds us that even though the core of al-Qaida has been seriously weakened. 
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we still face threats from an evolving and fractious set of terrorist groups and individuals united by a 
common ideology, which is that of violent Jslamist extremism. And I'll have some questions to ask the 
three of you about the nature of the terrorist threat today, and specifically, with regard^ to the reaction to 
this film, whether you think it is has raised the threat level against any places or Institutions or 
individuals here in the -- in the United States. 

In reporting to us on the terrorist threat to the homeland today, I also hope you'll address other concerns 
such as the effort to counter homegrown violent Islamist groups and the threat to our homeland and 
people in a different way over the last couple of years posed by the Islamic Republic of Iran, its Iranian 
Guard Corps and the Quds force part of it — and its proxy groups such as Hezbollah -- which really seem 
to be reaching outside of their normal areas of operation in the Middle East and conducting attacks 
elsewhere, including an attempted assassination, which was thwarted, on the Saudi ambassador here in 
Washington, and apparently the attack on a tourist bus in Bulgariajust a short while ago. 

I'd like to just say a few words about cybersecurity, which has been a significant focus of this committee 
this year. We know how serious the problem is — enormous amount of cyber espionage and cybertheft 
going on and increasing danger of cyberattack. As you know, the Cyber Security Act of 2012, which 
was the compromise, bipartisan legislation that made it to the Senate floor — has had problems in getting 
enough votes to get taken up on the Senate floor. We worked for years with partners on both sides of the 
aisle, we had extensive consultations with private industry and of course we went to substantial lengths 
to find common ground, including making the standards voluntary and not mandatory for the private 
sector owners of cyber infrastructure. 

But despite the magnitude of the threat as recognized by national security leaders and experts from the 
last two administrations regardless of party and the many compromises that were made, the bill was 
filibustered on the Senate floor last month, so it couldn't' come up. Thus was lost the best opportunity 
we've had to pass comprehensive cybersecurity legislation. And of course, all of you have said — Dr. 
Mueller, perhaps, most memorably - that in his opinion the threat of cybersecurity will sort of replace 
the threat of terrorist attack as a danger for our homeland security. 

I believe that the — it's obvious we're not going to pass the cybersecurity legislation before the election, 
and because -- we're probably leaving here in the next couple of days to return after the election. But I 
think it's still possible, and I'd add critical, for the Congress to pass a cyber bill this session, and I 
certainly will continue to try to do everything in power to do so. But I must say, if the gridlock 
continues, as I fear it will, then the president and others in the executive branch should really do 
everything within their power — as I know they're considering actively now — to raise our defenses 
against cyberattack and cyberthreat — cybertheft. 

The fact is that today, because of the inadequate defenses of America's privately-owned critical cyber 
infrastmcture, we are veiy vulnerable to a major cyberattack - perhaps a catastrophic cyberattack, well 
beyond in its impact what we suffered on 9/1 1 . 1 understand that executive action cannot do everything 
legislation can to protect us from cyberattack, but it can do a lot. And if ~ as this session of Congress 
concludes at the end of this year we have still failed to fix this problem and close some of our 
vulnerabilities to cyberattack, then I certainly hope the president will step in along with you. Secretary 
Napolitano, and act as strongly as you can to protect our country. And Til be asking some questions of 
you when we get to that point in the testimony. 

So I thank you again for being here. I look forward to this hearing every year. It's sometimes unsettling, 
but it's really important as a report to both Congress and the American people about the status of the 
current threat to our homeland. 
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Senator Collins. 

SENATOR SUSAN COLLINS (R-ME): Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Last weeik, we observed the 1 1th anniversary of the horrific attacks of September 1 1th, 2001 . We again 
remember the victims and the heroes of that day, and we acknowledge the dedicated military, 
intelligence, law enforcement and homeland security professionals who have worked together to bring 
terrorists to justice and to prevent another large-scale attack within the United States. And I want to join 
the chairman in thanking each of you for your hard work in that endeavor. 

Tragically, however, we have also witnessed violent attacks on the U.S. consulate in Benghazi, Libya, 
that resulted in the killing of our ambassador and three other brave Americans. While these attacks 
remain under investigation, it is difficult not to see shades of the 1998 attacks on our embassies in 
Kenya and Tanzania, which were among the many precursors to the attacks of 9/1 1 . This tragedy once 
again underscores the ongoing threat we face both abroad and at home from violent Islamist extremists. 

In the aftermath of 9/1 1, we took significant actions to address this threat. When Senator Lieberman and 
I authored the Intelligence Reform and Terrorist Prevention Act of 2004, our aim was to improve 
coordination within the intelligence community and among the key stakeholders at all levels of 
government. Achieving the goals of this landmark law remains a work in progress. 

We know we face a determined enemy. Al-Qaida in the Arabian Peninsula has tried repeatedly to 
exploit holes in our security. The failed 2009 Christmas Day bomber used a device specifically designed 
to avoid detection. The 2010 cargo plot sought to circumvent improvements in passenger screening by 
targeting cargo. In May of this year, al-Qaida tried again. The bombmaker apparently sought to avoid 
the failures of the earlier Christmas Day attack. Through the aggressive efforts of our intelligence 
community, fortunately, this plot was disrupted before it could threaten American lives. Nevertheless, 
that operation was also plagued by leaks, apparently from within the executive branch, that may have 
undermined future efforts and compromised sources. 

Not every threat that we face has been met with sufficient resolve and action. Perhaps the best example, 
which the chairman has mentioned, is the ever-increasing cyberthreat. Experts have repeatedly warned 
that the computer systems that run our electric grids, our water plants, financial networks and 
transportation systems are vulnerable to a cyberattack that could harm millions of Americans. 

In fact, rarely has there been such a bipartisan consensus among experts that this threat must be 
addressed. 

Just last week, former Deputy Secretary of Defense John Hamre said that the threats in cyberspace, 
quote, took a darker turn, end quote, this summer as three very large corporations experienced 
cyberattacks designed to damage operations. Citing government sources, he said that at least two of the 
attacks may have come from Iran. China and Russia, we know, have also launched cyberattacks. To 
respond to this escalating threat, the chairman and I have worked during the past two years to craft a 
bipartisan bill that relies on the expertise of government and the innovation of the private sector. 

Despite our hard work to find common ground, the Senate has failed to pass cybersecurity legislation. 
Given the significant damage already done to our economy and our security, as well as our clear 
vulnerability to even worse attacks, this failure to act is inexcusable. Former DHS Secretary Michael 
Chertoff and former NSA and CIA chief Michael Hayden described the urgency this way: We carried 
the burden of knowing that 9/1 1 might have been averted with the intelligence that existed at the time. 
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We do not want to be in the same position again when a cyber 9/1 1 hits. It is not a question of whether 
this will happen. It is a question of when. This time, all the dots have been connected. This time, the 
warnings are loud and clear. And this time, we must heed them. In contrast to the known threat of 
cyberattacks, another persistent challenge we face comes from those threats that we fail to even 
anticipate, what the 9/1 1 commission memorably referred to as a failure of imagination, the so-called 
black swan events that test our assumptions. 

These are our most vexing problem because we cannot simply build walls around every potential target. 
Nevertheless, if we strengthen information sharing and analytic capabilities, our law enforcement and 
intelligence officers can disrupt even more plots, whether they are ones that we know well are coming, 
or those that we have never before seen. In my judgment, which is informed by numerous briefings and 
discussions with experts, the attack in Benghazi was not a black swan, but rather an attack that should 
have been anticipated, based on the previous attacks against Western targets, the proliferation of 
dangerous weapons in Libya, the presence of al-Qaida in that country and the overall threat 
environment. 

Whatever the plots hatched by our enemies, I am also concerned about vulnerabilities that stem from our 
own government's actions or failure to act. I've already noted what I believe to be the inexplicable lack 
of security in Benghazi, the grave self-inflicted wounds from intelligence leaks and the failure to enact a 
cybersecurity bill. There is also a genuine danger posed by the automatic, mindless cuts known as 
sequestration. Absent a commitment by the president and Congress to avoid this disastrous policy, the 
budget of every federal agency represented here today, the Department of Homeland Security, the 
National Counterterrorism Center, the FBI, the very agencies charged with protecting our nation from 
terrorism and other disasters, will be slashed in an indiscriminate way by 8 percent or more, potentially 
harming such vital programs as border security, intelligence analysis and the FBTs work. 

At a time when budget constraints require everyone to sacrifice and priorities to be set, and waste to be 
eliminated, we should ask where resources can be spent more effectively and what tradeoffs should be 
made to balance the risk we face with the security we can afford. What we cannot afford, however, is to 
weaken a homeland security structure that is helping to protect the citizens of this country. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

SEN. LIEBERMAN: Thank you very much. Senator Collins. 

Secretary Napolitano, thank you for being here and we would welcome your testimony at this time. 

SECRETARY JANET NAPOLITANO: Thank you. Chairman Lieberman, Ranking Member Collins, 
members of the committee. And I'd also like to thank Deputy Director Perkins and Director Olsen for 
their partnership. 

Mr. Chairman, this is my 17th appearance before you. It is my 44th hearing overall since becoming 
secretary of the department. I am grateful, persondly, for this committee's tireless advocacy on behalf of 
DHS, not only during its initial creation, but in the time since. Senator, you have been one of our 
strongest supporters and our nation's security has benefitted as a direct result. Thank you for all you have 
done to make the country more secure. 

Eleven years after the 9/1 1 attacks, America is stronger and more secure, thanks to the work of the men 
and women of DHS, our many federal, state, local, tribal, territorial and international partners and 
members of this committee. And while the United States has made significant progress since the 9/1 1 
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attacks, we know that threats from terrorists persist and continually evolve. 

We face direct threats from al-Qaida. We face growing threats from other foreign based terrorist groups, 
which are inspired by al- Qaida ideology, such as AQAP and al-Shabab. And we must address threats 
that are home grown, as well as those that originate abroad. These threats are not limited to any one 
individual, group or ideology, and as we have seen, the tactics employed by terrorists can be as simple 
as a homemade bomb, or as sophisticated as a biologic threat or coordinated cyberattack. 

While we deal with a number of threats and threat actors at any given time, three areas merit special 
sustained attention. The first is aviation. The Christmas Day, 2009 plot, the October, 2010 air cargo 
threat and the AQAP plot earlier this year that would have targeted a U.S. -bound airliner with explosives 
made clear that commercial aviation remains a target. Terrorists, especially AQAP, continue to seek 
ways to circnimvent existing security measures. Their methods and tactics are sometimes ingenious and 
increasingly sophisticated. 

A second threat area is cyber, as both of you have mentioned. Cyberthreats and incidents have increased 
significantly over the past decade. Our nation confronts a dangerous combination of known and 
unknown vulnerabilities in cyberspace. Strong and rapidly expanding adversary capabilities and limited 
threat and vulnerability analysis and awareness. We are committed to woricing with the Congress to 
make sure the department and our nation has the tools and authorities we need to effectively confront 
threats to cyberspace, and that includes minimum standards for our nation’s criticai infrastructure. We 
remain hopeful that the Congress can pass strong cybersecurity legislation. And I thank you. Chairman 
Lieberman and Ranking Member Collins, for your leadership in this area. 

The third area of growing concern is homegrown violent extremism. Within the context of U.S. based 
violent extremism, we know that foreign terrorist groups affiliated with al-Qaida and individual 
extremists are actively seeking to recruit or inspire Westerners to carry out attacks against western and 
United States targets. Importantly, however, as recent events have demonstrated, we also know that 
violent extremism can be inspired by various religious, political or other ideological beliefs. 

Moreover, the attack last week against the U.S. Consulate in Libya that took the life of Ambassador 
Stevens and three other Americans, the terrorist attack in Bulgaria in July, as well as this summer's 
shootings in Aurora, Colorado, and Oak Creek, Wisconsin, demonstrate that we must remain vigilant 
and prepared, and certainly our thoughts are with those impacted by these senseless attacks. 

How we mitigate the threat. We mitigate these threats in several ways. First and foremost, we have 
worked to build a homeland security enterprise that allows DHS and our many partners to detect threats 
earlier, to share information, to minimize risks and to maximize our ability to respond and recover from 
attacks and disasters of all kinds. 

With respect to the aviation sector, we have implemented a layered detection system focusing on risk- 
based screening, enhanced targeting and information sharing, while simultaneously facilitating travel for 
nearly 2 milhon domestic air travelers every day. Following the December 2009 threat, we launched the 
historic Global Initiative to strengthen international aviation, which has improved cooperation on 
passenger and air cargo screening, technology development and deployment and information collection 
and sharing, as well as the development of internationally accepted security standards. 

As part of this effort, last week in Montreal, 132,member states of the International Civil Aviation 
Organization met to reaffirm our commitment to these principles and to continue our progress, including 
through the development of global air cargo security standards. 
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We've strengthened information sharing with our international partners. For example, our new and 
historic PNR agreement with the EU allows us to continue sharing passenger infoimation so that we can 
better identify travelers who merit our attention before they depart for the United States. And in addition 
to our Pre-Departure Targeting Program, Immigration Advisory Program and enhanced inbound 
targeting operations, all of these allow us to more effectively identify high- risk travelers who are likely 
to be inadmissible to the U.S. and to make recommendations to commercial air carriers to deny boarding 
before a plane departs. 

And at home, we have continued the deployment of advanced teehnology at airports, including AIT 
machines, while implementing new programs to make the screening process more efficient for Ousted 
travelers through programs such as TSA Pre-Check and Global Entry. 

Around the cyber domain, we have partnered with sector-specific agencies and the private sector to help 
secure cyberspace, such as the financial sector, the power grid, water systems and transportation 
networks. We've taken significant action to protect federal civilian government systems through the 
deployment of intrusion detection systems like Einstein, greater diagnostics and sharing of threat 
information, national exercises and incident response planning, public awareness and outreach programs 
and a cyber workforce initiative to recruit the next generation of cyber professionals. And internationally 
we are working with our partners to share expertise, combat cybercrime and strengthen shared systems 
and networks. 

Finally, we've improved our domestic capabilities to detect and prevent terrorist attacks against our 
citizens, our communities and our critical infrastructure. We've increased our ability to analyze and 
distribute threat information at all levels. Specifically, we've worked to build greater analytic capability 
through 77 designated fusion centers, resulting in unprecedented levels of information sharing and 
analysis at the state and local level. 

We've invested in training for local law enforcement and first responders of all types to increase 
expertise and capacity at the local level. In partnership with DOJ, we've transformed how we train 
frontline officers regarding suspicious activities through a Nationwide Suspicious Activity Reporting 
Initiative. And as part of that initiative, we've helped to train over 234,000 law enforcement officials. 

We are in the final stages of implementing a countering violent extremism curriculum for federal, state, 
local and correctional federal law enforcement officers that is focused on community-oriented policing, 
which will help frontline personnel identify activities that are potential indicators of terrorist activity and 
violence. 

We've also expanded training with respect to active shooter threats, providing a range of information, 
tools, case studies and resources to federal, state and local partners to help them prepare for and, if 
necessary, respond to attacks involving active shooters. And through the nationwide expansion of the "If 
You See Something, Say Something" campaign, we continue to encourage all Americans to alert local 
law enforcement if they see something that is potentially dangerous. 

In conclusion, DHS has come a long way in the 1 1 years since 9/1 1 to enhance protection of the United 
States and engage our partners in this shared responsibility. Together we have made significant progress 
to strengthen the homeland security enterprise, but significant challenges remain. 

Threats against our nation, whether by terrorism or otherwise, continue to exist and to evolve, and we 
must continue to evolve as well. We continue to be ever vigilant to protect against threats while 
promoting travel and trade and safeguarding our essential rights and liberties. I thank the committee for 
your support in these endeavors and for your attention as we work together to keep the country safe. 
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SEN. LIEBERMAN: Thanks veiy much. Secretary Napolitano, for that opening statement, which was 
a good beginning for us. 

Probably most Americans -- certainly a large number -- most probably know about the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation and the Department of Homeland Security. Probably very few know about the National 
Counterterrorism Center which was created by what I call the 9/1 1 commission legislation, but it's really 
one of the most significant steps forward we've taken in our government. It's the place at which - to go 
back to language we all used after 9/11 -- we make sure that the dots are on the same board and can be 
connected. 

As a matter of fact, as we've discussed, we've now figured out how to put so many dots on that same 
board the challenge now is to — is to see them all and see the patterns and the connections. But I think 
the folks at NCTC have really taken us a long way working with the Department of Homeland Security 
and the FBI. And Matt, I thank you for your leadership and look forward to your testimony now. 

MATTHEW OLSEN: Well, thank you very much. Chairman Lieberman and Ranking Member Collins, 
members of the committee. I really do appreciate this opportunity to be here this morning. I also want to 
express my appreciation to your committee for its leadership on national security matters and certainly 
your support of NCTC from its inception. And I thank you for your kind comments this morning about 
our work, and I accept those on behalf of the men and women at NCTC. And I'm also very pleased to be 
here with Secretary Napolitano and Associate Deputy Director Perkins. We are close partners in the 
fight against terrorism. 

In my brief remarks this morning, I will focus on recent events and highlight a few areas of real key 
concerns for us, and then I'll take a moment to highlight our efforts at NCTC to analyze and share 
critical threat information. Certainly, the attack on our diplomatic po.st in Benghazi last week that took 
the lives of four Americans, including Ambassador Stevens, is proof that acts of terror and violence 
continue to threaten our citizens and our interests around the world. 

As the president said of these Americans just this past Friday, they didn't simply embrace the American 
ideal; they'lived it It's now our responsibility to honor them by fulfilling our mission to combat 
terrorism and to combat violent extremism. The intelligence community, I can tell you, is working as 
one to determine what exactly happened in Benghazi, to uncover new threats in the region and then to 
identify and bring to justice those who are responsible for this attack. 

Last week's attacks, I think, should be viewed in the context of the evolving threat landscape we face 
that you've spoken about, as well as the ongoing unrest and political transition in the region. More than a 
decade after the September 1 1th attacks, we face a dynamic threat from al-Qaida, from its affiliates, as 
well as those who follow al-Qaida's ideology. There's no doubt that over the past few years our 
government working with our allies has placed relentless pressure on a!-Qaida's core leadership. We 
have denied the group safe haven, we've denied the group resources and the ability to plan and train. In 
short, the intelligence picture shows that al-Qaida's core in Pakistan is a shadow of its former self 

But even as al-Qaida's leadership in Pakistan struggles to remain relevant, the terror threats we face have 
become more diverse. Al- Qaida has turned to other groups to carry out attacks and to advance its 
ideology. These groups are based in an array of countries, including Yemen, Somalia, Nigeria and in 
Iraq. In particular, al- Qaida in the Arabian Peninsula is the group that is most likely, we think, to 
attempt attacks against the United States. We saw this in May with the disruption of an AQAP plot to 
take down an airliner. 

Other affiliates and related groups, such as al-Qaida in the Islamic M^hreb, al-Qaida in Iraq, Boko 
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Haram in Nigeria, as well as militants based in Pakistan, all pose threats to our citizens and interests in 
those regions of the world. We are also focused on threats posed by Iran and by Hezbollah, 

Iran remains the foremost state-sponsor of terrorism in the world. And over the past year, the threat from 
Iranian-sponsored terrorism has increased. Inside the United States, we remain vigilant to prevent 
violent extremists from carrying out attacks in the name of al-Qaida. This past week, the FBI arrested a 
Chicago man after he allegedly tried to blow up a crowded bar in the city. Also last week, a federal 
judge sentenced a Virginia man to 30 years in prison for plotting to bomb the U.S. Capitol. 

These plots highlight the danger that al-Qai da-inspired extremists pose to our country. And beyond these 
threats, we face a period of unrest and a period of transition in the Middle East and in North Africa. The 
Arab Spring or awakening, now in progress for well over a year, has led to fundamental reforms to the 
region. Al-Qaida was not part of this change. But the group is seeking to take advantage of the unrest in 
some areas, seeking to establish safe havens and to recruit extremists where security is diminished. 

Now, if I may, turning to the role of the National Counterterrorism Center, Congress and this committee 
created NCTC to help lead this effort to combat these threats. Our founding principle is the imperative to 
integrate all terrorism information and to share that knowledge with those on the front lines of this fight. 
Twill take a few moments to describe the ways in which we are seeking to achieve this goal every day at 
NCTC. First, intelligence information and state-of-the-art analysis - NCTC serves as the primary 
organization in the government for integrating and assessing all intelligence relating to international 
terrorism. 

We have a unique responsibility to examine all terrorism issues, spanning geographical boundaries, to 
identify and analyze threat information regardless of whether that information is collected inside or 
outside the United States. At NCTC, our culture is defined by collaboration. Nearly every NCTC 
analytic product is coordinated throughout the intelligence community. It therefore reflects multiple 
perspectives for policymakers and operators alike. 

, Secondly, access to data and technological innovation — we are promoting information integration and 
sharing with the development of a counterterrorism data layer. This approach to data allows our analysts 
to access terrorism infoimation that we have collected from across the government in a single place and 
allows us to do that without having to manually search multiple networks. 

Here, if I may, I would like to make a point about the FISA Amendment Act, a law that is set to expire 
at the end of this year. As this committee knows, this law authorizes the government to collect valuable 
intelligence involving international terrorists and other enemies by targeting non-Americans who are 
overseas. These provisions were carefully crafted and carefully implemented to protect the privacy and 
civil liberties of Americans and should remain law. 

Thirdly, NCTC has enhanced its focus on tactical intelligence and developing leads involving threats to 
the United States. We established a pursuit group — analysts from across the counterterrorism 
community who have unparalleled data access and expertise. Their mission is to focus on information 
that could lead to the discovery of threats, to connect those dots, to identify actionable leads for agencies 
such as the FBI, the Department of Homeland Security and the CIA. 

Finally, NCTC provides situational awareness and intelligence support to the broad counterterrorism 
community. Our operations center, which is co-located with the FBI's watch, provides around-the- clock 
support to counterterrorism agencies. We also maintain the government's central repository for terrorist 
identities. This enables us to provide near real-time watchlisting data to support screening and law 
enforcement activities across the government. 
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In addition, the Interagency Threat Assessment and Coordination Group, or ITACG, which is located at 
NCTC and is led by senior DHS and FBI officers, brings federal and state and local officers together in 
one place at NCTC. This group is dedicated to providing relevant intelligence on terrorism issues to 
state and local, tribal and private-sector partners, helping to ensure that information is shared with public 
information officials, including police officers and firefighters. Faced with the possible loss of funding, 
we are working closely with DHS and FBI to retain this capability. 

Mr. Chairman, you've been a strong supporter of ITACG and have noted its successes, and I am 
personally committed to working with DHS and FBI to sustain this initiative, to finding ways to do so in 
a cost-effective way and we're working closely together to chart a way ahead. I just want to close by 
identifying our most important asset and that's our people. NCTC is working to meet the many 
challenged ahead but that effort is really dependent on our diverse and dedicated workforce. 

Maintaining this workforce through the continued commitment and support of agencies like DHS, the 
FBI and other organizations is a priority for me at the center. Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member, members 
of the committee, thank you again for the opportunity to speak with you this morning and thank you for 
your continued support of NCTC. I look forward to answering your questions. 

SEN. LIEBERMAN: Thank you, Director Olsen. Director Perkins, thanks again for being here and we 
welcome your testimony now. 

KEVIN PERKINS: Good morning. Chairman Lieberman, Ranking Member Collins and members of 
the committee. Thank you for the opportunity to appear before the committee today and for your 
continued support of the men and the women of the FBI. I also want to thank Secretary Napolitano and 
Director Olsen and the men and women they lead in our joint fight against those seeking to do harm 
against U.S. citizens here and around the world. 

As you know, the bureau has undergone unprecedented transformation in recent years. Since the attacks 
of September the 1 1th, we have refocused our efforts to address and prevent emerging terrorist threats. 
The terrorist threat is more diverse than it was 1 1 years ago. But today, we in the FBI are in a better 
place to meet that threat. We also face increasingly complex threats to our nation's cybersecurity. 
Nation-state actors, sophisticated organized crime groups and hackers for hire are stealing trade secrets 
and valuable research from America's companies, universities and government agencies. 

Cyber threats also pose a significant risk to our nation's critical infrastructure. As these threats continue 
to evolve, the FBI must continue to adapt to counter those threats. We must continue to build 
partnerships with our law enforcement and private sector partners as well as the communities we serve. 
Above all, we must remain firmly committed to carrying out our mission while protecting the civil rights 
and civil liberties of the people we serve. Counterterrorism remains our number one priority. We face a 
fluid and dynamic and complex terrorist threat. 

We have seen an increase in the sources of terrorism, a wider array of terrorism targets, a greater 
cooperation among terrorist groups and an evolution in terrorist tactics and communications 
methodologies. In the past decade, al-Qaida has become decentralized. But the group remains committed 
to high profile attacks against the West. 

Al-Qaida affiliates and surrogates, especially al-Qaida in the Arabian Peninsula — or AQAP —now 
represents the top counterterrorism threat to the nation. These groups have attempted several attacks on 
the United States including the failed Christmas Day airline bombing in 2009 and the attempted 
bombing of U.S. -bound cargo planes in October of 2010. We also remain concerned about the threat 
from homegrown violent extremists. Over the past years we have seen increased activity among 
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extremist individuals. 

These individuals have no typical profile. Their experiences and motives are often distinct. Lone 
offenders, some of whom may have some affiliation with known domestic terrorist organizations, 
present a special challenge. They may be self-trained, self-financed and self-executing. They are 
sometimes motivated to take action in furtherance of their ideological beliefs but they stand on the 
periphery and are hard and difficult to identify. Unfortunately, we have recently seen a number of lone 
offender incidents, as we have recently witnessed the shooting at the Sikh temple in Wisconsin. 

Now, as this committee knows, the cyber threat has also evolved and grown significantly over the past 
decade. Foreign cyber spies have become increasingly adept at exploiting weaknesses in our computer 
networks. Once inside, they can exfiltrate government and military secrets as well as valuable 
intellectual property, information that can greatly improve the competitive advantage of state-owned 
companies. 

Unlike state-sponsored intruders, haokers-for-profit do not seek their - do not seek information for 
political power. Rather they seek information for sale and trade to the highest bidder. In some cases, 
these once isolated hackers have joined forces to create criminal syndicates. Organized crime in 
cyberspace offers a higher profit with lower probability of being identified and prosecuted. 

And hackers and hacktivist groups such as Anonymous and LulzSec are pioneering their own forms of 
digital anarchy. With these diverse threats, we anticipate that cybersecurity may well become our 
highest priority in years to come, That is why we are strengthening our cyber capabilities in the same 
way we enhanced our intelligence and national security capabilities in the wake of the September 11th 
attacks. 

We are focusing our cyber division on computer intrusions and network attacks. We are also hiring 
additional computer scientists to provide expert technical support to critical investigations ongoing in 
the field. As part of these efforts, we are expanding our cyber squads in each field office to become 
cyber taskforces that will be focused on intrusions and network attacks. 

We are also working with our partners to improve on the National Cyher Investigative Joint Task — or 
"NCIJTF — the FBI-led multiagency focal point for coordinating and sharing of cyberthreat information. 
The National Cyber Investigative Joint Task Force brings together 18 law enforcement, military and 
intelligence agencies to stop current and predict future attacks. As we have in the past, we will be 
inviting the participation of our federal, state and local partners as we move forward with these 
initiatives. 

As we evolve and change to keep pace with today's complex threat environment, we must also — we 
must always act within the confines of the rule of law and the safeguards guaranteed by the Constitution. 
Following the rale of law and upholding civil liberties - these are not burdens. These are what make all 
of us safer and stronger. 

Chairman Lieberman and Ranking Member Collins, I thank you for this opportunity to discuss the FBI's 
priorities and the state of the bureau as it stands today. 

Mr. Chairman, let me again acknowledge the leadership that you and this committee had provided to the 
FBI. The transformation of the FBI over the past 1 1 years would not have been possible without the 
support of Congress and the American people. I would be happy to answer any questions you may have 
at this time, sir. 
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SEN. LIEBERMAN: Thanks, very much, Director Perkins. It's been a privilege to work with the FBI 
and the other agencies here. 

We'll do a seven-minute first round of questions. Let me focus in on the recent wave of protests and the 
attacks — protests throughout large parts of the Muslim world but also the attacks in Benghazi. 

And Director Olsen, let me begin with you and see if you can help us separate this out. It certainly seems 
to me that'there were a series of protests that were set off as a result of this film ~ and I'll get back to 
that — but that what happened in Benghazi looked like a ~ looked like a terrorist attack. The NCTC uses 
a definition of terrorism which I think is a good one — a politically motivated — "a politically motivated 
violence perpetrated against noncombatant targets by subnational groups or clandestine agents," end 
quote. 

So, let me begin by asking you whether you would say that Ambassador Stevens and the three other 
Americans died as a result of a terrorist attack. 

DIR. OLSEN: Certainly on that particular question, I would say yes, they were killed in the course of a 
terrorist attack on our embassy. 

SEN. LIEBERMAN: Right. And do we have reason to believe at this point that that terrorist attack was 
preplanned for September 1 1th or did the terrorists who were obviously planning it because it certainly 
seemed to be a coordinated terrorist attack just seize the moment of the demonstrations or protests 
against the film to carry out a terrorist attack? 

DIR. OLSEN: A more complicated question,,.and one, Mr. Chairman, that we are spending a great deal 
of time looking at even as we speak. And it's a — it's a — obviously, an investigation here is ongoing and 
facts are being developed continually. 

The best information we have now, the facts that we have now indicate that this was an opportunistic 
attack on our embassy. The attack began and evolved and escalated over several hours at our embassy — 
our diplomatic post in Benghazi. It evolved and escalated over several hours. 

It appears that individuals who were certainly well-armed seized on the opportunity presented as the 
events unfolded that evening and into the - into the morning hours of September 12th. We do know that 
a number of militants in tbe area, as I mentioned, are well-armed and maintain those arms. What we 
don't have at this point is specific intelligence that there was a significant advanced planning or 
coordination for this attack. 

Again, we're still developing facts and still looking for any indications of substantial advanced planning; 
we just haven't seen that at this point. So, I think that's the most I would say at this point. I do want to . 
emphasize that there is a classified briefing for all of Congress that will take place tomorrow. 

SEN. LIEBERMAN: We'll be there. 

Let me come back to what you said — that there was evidence or intelligenee that, as you indicated 
broadly a moment ago, that in eastern Libya, in the Benghazi area, there were a number of militant or 
violent Islamist extremist groups. Do we have any idea at this point who was responsible among those 
groups for the attack on the consulate? 

DIR. OLSEN: This is the most important question that we're considering. 
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SEN. LIEBERMAN: Right. 

DIR. OLSEN: We are focused on who was responsible for this attack. At this point, what I would say is 
that a number of different elements appear to have been involved in the attack, including individuals 
connected to militant groups that are prevalent in eastern Libya, particularly in the Benghazi area, as 
well. We are looking at indications that individuals involved in the attack may have had connections to 
al -Qaida or al -Qaida's affiliates; in particular, al- Qaida in the Islamic Maghreb. 

SEN. LIEBERMAN: Right. So that question has not been determined yet ~ whether it was a militant — 
a Libyan group or a group associated with al -Qaida influence from abroad. 

DIR. OLSEN: That's right. And I would — I would add that what - the picture that is emerging is one 
where a number of different individuals were involved, so it's not necessarily an either/or proposition. 

SEN. LIEBERMAN: OK. OK, good, well ~ 

DIR. OLSEN: Again, as you know, the FBI is leading the investigation and that's ongoing. 

SEN. LIEBERMAN: Yeah. I wanted to go to you now, Director Perkins, and ask you about what is the 
state - the status of the FBI investigation into the attack on our consulate in Benghazi, Libya. 

MR. PERKINS: Yes, Mr. Chairman, and as Director Olsen noted, we have an open investigation at this 
time. We have a significant number of FBI agents, analysts and various support employees assigned to 
this matter; We are conducting interviews, gathering evidence and trying to sort out the facts - working 
with our partners both from a criminal standpoint as well as in the intelligence community to try to 
determine exactly what took place on the ground that evening. 

SEN. LIEBERMAN: Secretary Napolitano, let me go to you — and, Mr. Perkins, if you want to add. I 
know that last Thursday, the Department of Homeland Security and the FBI released a bulletin 
indicating that this film was the apparent catalyst for these protests, and that that fact could increase the 
risk of violence here in the United States and could motivate homegrown violent extremists certainly 
with their recruitment efforts and perhaps with the actions. 

I wonder if in this setting you could comment on the state of your concern about that and what steps 
DHS and the FBI are taking along with other government agencies to proactively address the potentially 
higher risk of homegrown terrorist acts as a result of the film. 

SEC. NAPOLITANO: Right now, Mr. Chairman, we have no intelligence of impending violent attacks 
within the United States. There is open-source some planned demonstrations in, I believe, Los Angeles 
and Houston, among other places. Those are posted on the — on the web, but we have no indication of 
anything that is violent in nature. 

Nonetheless, immediately after the attack in Benghazi, we began outreach to a number of groups within 
the country — faith-based ~ faith-based groups and others, who could be the target of a — of a violent 
attack and provided them with guidance on things they can do to make sure they are as safe as possible. 
So, we continue that effort; we continue working with our local partners in terms of what they're seeing 
on the ground and then monitoring the open-source media. 

SEN. LIEBERMAN : QK, thank you. Let me ask you, finally, what we as a government can do to 
counteract the impact of this film. I mean, this — you know, we're a country of almost 310 million 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 



364 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


people now. This film — hateful, really — was done by, what, a handful of people? And yet American 
embassies, consulates not only are the subject of protests which is very much in the American spirit of 
civil protest and right of free speech, but going beyond that to destmction of property and, at its worst, a 
terrorist attack on Benghazi that kills four people, In one other case ~ I believe in Yemen — the 
demonstrators had ~ were armed. 

And of course, in some cases, including Tunisia, the local police, their security forces actually ended up 
having to fire at crowds to stop them from doing further damage. I know this is very sensitive, but — and 
this gets back — well, it's very sensitive. 

But we have to ask our friends in the Muslim world and ourselves to be willing to say this film doesn't 
represent us and therefore it is simply unacceptable, even if you're offended by the film, which we 
understand, to do more than protest, to begin to act violently — no more than it would be acceptable in 
this country if some group seized on the statements of a fringe religious leader or a political leader in 
some foreign country that attacked America, that attacked Christians, that attacked Jews and as a result 
some group in America started to not just protest but to attack the embassy of the country in which that 
happened to happen. 

In other words, I think this behavior is just -- we have to blow the whistle on this behavior. Fortunately, 
we've had some help from our allies in countries like Libya, in the government, and Tunisia. And I think 
we have to be forthright in doing that ourselves. 

So with apologies for the length of the question, and the opportunity I took to get a little bit off my 
chest, I wonder if you could tell us, or any of the others on the panel, what our government is trying to 
do now to challenge people in the Muslim world to confront the reality that this was a very -- that this is 
not a representative — this fdm is not representative of America or the American government. 

SEC. NAPOLITANO: Mr. Chairman, the fdm is absolutely not representative of America or the 
American government. It is deplorable. The issue you raise is a difficult one. We are a country where 
people have rights and one of the rights they have is to have free speech. And that can include things we 
find deplorable as well as other things. So we also recognize the right ~ that there's a right to assembly, 
a right to petition the government. 

So we recognize the right to have a peaceful demonstration against deplorable speech. What we need to 
keep communicating is as deplorable as we find that film to be, it is not, never and never will be an 
excuse for violence and for the senseless killing we saw in Benghazi and other places. And we need that 
voice to come loud and clear not just from Washington but from the country as a whole, internationally, 
and it needs to come from people of all faiths. 

SEN. LIEBERMAN: Thank you very much. My time's up. Senator Collins? 

SEN. COLLINS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Olsen, I want to follow up on the series of questions that the chairman raised with you about the 
attacks in Benghazi that cost the lives of four Americans. First, I will tell you that based on the briefings 
I have had. I've come to the opposite conclusion and agree with the president of Libya that this was a 
premeditated, planned attack that was associated with the date of 9/1 1, the anniversary of 9/1 1. 

I just don't think that people come to protests equipped with RPGs and other heavy weapons. And the 
reports of complicity - and they are many - with the Libyan guards who were assigned to guard the 
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consulate also suggest to me that this was premeditated. Nevertheless, I realize that it's something you're 
still looking at, the FBI is still looking at. But I for one believe that the report - the very forthright 
conclusion by the president of Libya is more likely the correct one. 

But putting aside the issue of whether this was an opportunistic attack or a premeditated one, the issue of 
the security of the consulate in what by any measure has to be considered a dangerous threat 
environment continues to trouble me. 

It is clear that the security situation in Benghazi was deteriorating, given that there were at least four 
attacks that Tm told about beginning in June on diplomatic and Western targets. We're also all aware 
that Libya is awash in heavy weapons. I think there are something like 10,000 MANPADs, maybe 
20,000, that are still missing. We also know that it is a bastion for extremist groups and including 
offshoots of al-Qaida. We know that the number two person in al-Qaida was a Libyan and who was 
killed. 

The Libyan government is having a hard time controlling its borders, getting the militias under control 
and even this week the FBI team investigating the attack had difficulties getting to Libya safely because 
of the security situation. 

So given these facts, how would you personally have assessed the general threat environment prior to 
the attacks on our diplomats in Benghazi and the former Navy SEALs? 

DIR, OLSEN: Well, Ranking Member, I would agree with your characterization of the threat in pretly 
much as you laid it out. The threat in Libya from armed militant groups, from al-Qaida-affiliated 
individuds was high and that made Libya in some ways very similar to other countries in the region and 
certaiiily similar to parts of Egypt,, certainly similar to Northern Mali. We are concerned about Nigeria. 

So the region, particularly those countries following the Arab Spring, are faced with real challenges 
front a security perspective. So we are, again, working with our partners both in the federal government 
here but also with the governments in the region seeking to increase the security capabilities of those 
countries as well as, of course, cooperating with them to look at specific threats such as -- or attacks 
such as the investigation thaf s ongoing in Libya. 

SEN. COLLINS: Was there any communication between NCTC and the State Department alerting 
them to the high threat environment in which Benghazi was located and suggesting that that be 
considered as the State Department evaluated its security? 

DIR. OLSEN: So over the course of the last several months - again, you highlighted particularly events 
in June of this year — we know that there was a small-scale attack on our mission or our post in 
Benghazi in June. We also know that there was a more sophisticated attack involving the convoy with 
the British ambassador in Benghazi. 

So there were reports detailing those attacks and detailing generally the threat that was faced to U.S. and 
Western individuals and interests in Eastern Libya from, again, armed militants as well as elements 
connected to al-Qaida. There was no specific intelligence regarding an imminent attack prior to . 
September 1 1th on our post in Benghazi. 

SEN. COLLINS: Were there any indications that there were communications between extremist 
elements and the guards - the Libyan guards that were assigned to the consulate? 
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DIR OLSEN: In the immediate aftermath or -- 
SEN. COLLINS: Prior to the attack. 

DBR. OLSEN: So I think that question I think would be better addressed in the session that we're going 
to have tomorrow. 

SEN. COLLINS: OK. 

It just concerns me so greatly that there were not Marines present in Benghazi to defend the consulate, 
and as Tve been looking furtiier into this issue, Tm learning that that situation is far more common than I 
would have thought and that we are relying on foreign nationals, perhaps from a British security firm 
that has been told to be unarmed, and other more questionable and less secure means of protecting our 
American personnel in an extremely dangerous parts of the world. 

And Tm just — I'm just stunned and appalled that there wasn't better security for all of the American 
personnel at that consulate, given the high-threat environment. 

Can - 1 know you're not in charge of assigning security. You do communicate information to the State 
Department about the threat. Can you enlighten me at all on why the security — the decisions were made 
to have virtually no security? 

DIR OLSEN: I would say that we do, as a community, provide as much information as we possibly 
can in as timely a way as possible with the State Department, as well as the rest of the federal 
government. 

We do rely - and I would say this: We do rely on host countries to help protect our diplomatic personnel 
in those countries. But I think that the ultimate questions that you asked — the decisions about the 
security at our post in Benghazi — would be better addressed to the diplomatic security service within 
the State Department. 

SEN. COLLINS: Mr. Perkins, is your FBI team looking at security, as well as trying to better 
understand how the attack came about and whether or not it was premeditated? 

MR PERKINS: Yeah. I think. Senator, I do. Let me start by saying I share your specific concerns 
regarding the security in Libya, as well as on a larger scale. We have FBI employees posted around the 
world in many places that have higher-than-usual security concerns. We need to do that to carry out our 
mission every day in the counterterrorism environment. 

But with regard to the specifics within Benghazi, within Libya itself, we're counting on our investigators 
on the ground to be able to sort that out, to make, you know, obviously to gather the facts, go where the 
facts take us and then on the back end, be able to work with the state — State Department, with the RSO, 
with diplomatic security and others to share whatever it is we have found that may be of benefit to 
providing better security for the people on the ground. 

SEN. COLLINS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

SEN. LBEBERMAN: Thanks, Senator Collins. 

I do want to say for the record that last Friday, Senator Collins and I addressed a request to the inspector 
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general at the Department of State to do an investigation of what happened at the - with regard to 
security at our consulate in Benghazi prior to these deadly attacks. And then to draw conclusions or 
lessons learned that might relate to provision of security generally - particularly at non- embassy 
locations throughout the world. 

The other thing I'd say - although I understand you have a respectful disagreement on the question of 
whether the attack that resulted in the four American deaths in Benghazi was pre-planned for that day or 
a kind of spontaneous taking advantage of the protests that were going on - 1 do appreciate the fact, 
Director Olsen, that you, as the head of the National Counterterrorism Center have told the committee 
this morning, without hesitation, that you believe what happened in Benghazi was a terrorist attack. 
There seemed to be a little confusion about that over the last few days. And of course, I couldn't agree 
with you more and will await your conclusion of the investigation as to whether you think it was pre- 
planned for that day or just spontaneous. My own inclination is to agree with Senator Collins, but I'll - 
as I usually do, but Til await the investigation. 

Senator of Moran — in order of importance, we have Senator Moran, Akaka — did I say in 
"importance?" (Laughter.) I take that back, because Senator Akaka is the most important, but in order of 
4>pearance — (chucldes) — Senator Moran, Akaka, Pryor and Carper. 

SENATOR JERRY MORAN (R-KS): I very much appreciated your original comment, Mr. Chairman 
- (laughter) ~ but have great deference and respect for the senator from Hawaii and recognize his 
importance. 

SEN. LIEBERMAN: Thank you. 

SEN. MORAN: What a difficult hearing, with so many topics and how the world changes so often and 
so rapidly. So I thank the chairman and the ranking member for hosting this hearing and I appreciate our 
three wimesses and express my gratimde for the efforts that are being made to make certain that 
Americans remain safe and secure around the world. 

I need to focus my attention, Madame Secretary, as you would expect, on a conversation that we 
constantly have. And it deals with the threat of biological weapons - either intentional or inadvertent. 
And for a long time, me Department of Homeland Security has been me lead agency, the lead 
department in developing a bioscience, (agri ?) science facility. And I think all me hurdles mat have 
been placed in making progress in the completion of mis facility have now been completed wim the 
National Academy of Science report that occurred — that was released in July. 

You and I had a conversation in early August about the Office of Management and Budget. And I'd like 
to thank you personally for the graciousness, the kindness mat you've always demonstrated toward me in 
our conversations and your interest in this topic in seeing a good conclusion to this facility being built. 
Every time you testify, every time I've asked you questions, you've expressed your support not only for 
me facility, but for the location and the process by which mat site location was made; 

I think we're at the point now, Madame Secretary, in which mere is no reason for you ~ your department 
~ not to allow the facility to proceed. There's a lot of uncertainty now with me contractors that are on 
site and when meir contracts expire. And all money that has been spent on this facility to date has been 
me state of Kansas's. And me Congress has appropriated $40 million for use in me utility plant and 
anomer $50 million to begin construction. It seems elear to me mat whether or not mose dollars are 
available for mose purposes rests in your hands — as well as whemer or not we proceed would require — 
let me say mat differently. It would require also, in addition to the money, that the land be transferred. I 
mink mat also rests at your desk. 
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And my question, I guess, is to be broadly asked: Now what, Madame Secretary? As we know, the 
construction timetable only becomes more expensive; we know the need for the facility. And Im not 
certain how long the contractors have a purpose for being on site if you don't release the funds. And I 
think Kansas has indicated its strong comrhitment to this process, is willing to continue to provide 
resources, work with you to accomplish that. But in the absence of a land transfer, I think our confidence 
that something is going to happen here, that our money is being well spent, is greatly diminished. 

And so my question is, Madame Secretary: Now what? 

SEC. NAPOLITANO: Well, you're right, Senator Moran. We've had a number of things to accomplish 
as predicates to being able to move forward with the NBAF and the most recent being tbe National 
Academy of Science's analysis. 

I think from all the studies, all the analyses, I think they confirm a couple of basic facts. One is we need 
a level four laboratory ~ a Bio Level 4 laboratory for this country. It is an essential part of our security 
apparatus, as it were. 

Two, the current facility at Plum Island is inadequate as a substitute, although it will have to serve as a 
bridge and some monies will have to be invested there to allow it to do so while we move forward with 
the NBAF. 

Three, as you say, I think it is time that we begin moving forward with the land exchange and the CUP, 
which is the central utility plant. Before we do so, I hope to host a meeting with the Kansas delegation ~ 
and perhaps the governor — to talk about out- year funding and cost shares and some of the things that 
Kansas has mentioned they are willing to contemplate. But the money for the CUP and the 40 million 
(dollars) has been held in our FY '12 budget. We have an FY '12 budget, so we can move ahead. So we 
will be in touch with your office about when we want to have such a meeting. 

But I think it's — I think it's necessary for the country and I think it's time to fish or cut bait. 

SEN. MORAN: Madame Secretary, I always appreciate what you say. And I you expressed sentiments 
that I was pleased to hear. What I would follow up with is, you indicated now is the time. What's the 
definition of "now is the time?" From many of our perspectives, "now is the time" has been true for a 
longtime. 

And again, your— let me see what your understanding is of what happens on some date — September 
30th, October the 30th when the contracts have expired and the contractors leave, we'd hate to have to 
rebid this. 

So I mean, I think when you say the time is now, it's not a matter of many months. It's a matter of a few 
weeks before - 

SEC. NAPOLITANO: That's right. 

SEN. MORAN: This needs to happen. Is that true? . 

SEC. NAPOLITANO: Yeah, that's my understanding as well. And so, what I would hope to do is pull 
together, and I know some of you will be back in your home states, but it could be done by conference 
call, or people could come back here. But I would hope to pull together something in the next couple of 
weeks. 
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SEN. MORAN: Madam Secretary, I spoke with Governor Brownback last evening. I spoke with him on 
the phone this morning during this hearing. His request of me to you is that he will be on a plane today, 
tomorrow, at your earliest convenience, to reach an agreement in which you will sign the transfer — 

SEC. NAPOLITANO: We'll then exchange, yeah. 

SEN. MORAN; And will release the $40 million. 

SEC. NAPOLITANO: We will be in touch with your office in the next few days to schedule such a 
meeting. 

SEN. MORAN: I appreciate that. Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

SEN. LIEBERMAN: Thank you, Senator Moran. 

And now. Senator Akaka, if I may, on a point of personal privilege, before I call on Senator Akaka, this 
happens to be the day on which Senator Akaka will chair the last hearing of his Subcommittee on 
Oversight of Government Management, Federal Work Force in the District of Columbia, this afternoon. 
Senator Akaka has really given extraordinary leadership to this committee and worked particularly in a 
way that really is unsung, but very important, on human capital management in the federal woikforce. 

Danny will be concluding 36 years of service to the people of Hawaii ~ 22 in the Senate, 13 in the 
House - and retiring at the end of this year to spend more time with what I take to be the three great 
loves of his wife - of his life — his beloved wife, Millie, his family and the island paradise of Hawaii. 
Millie and Danny have four sons, one daughter, 15 grandchildren and 16 great-grandchildren. 
(Chuckles.) Not bad. 

He is much loved here in the Senate and in Hawaii. He has accomplished an enormous amount in his 
time here. I want to just express to him not only my gratitude for his friendship and what an honor it's 
been to serve with him but, as the chair of the committee, to thank him for his steadfast and principled 
work on this committee year in and year out. And since we're going out together, so to speak, at the end 
of this term, one of the benefits, I hope, Danny, is that I'll have time to visit you in Hawaii more often. 
And expecting that, I will just, as I turn it over to you, say, "aloha, pumehana." (Chuckles.) Not bad for a 
Yankee from New England. (Laughter.) 

SENATOR DANIEL AKAKA (D-HI): That's terrific. I thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and 
thank you for your words. And I'm glad that we are stepping out of the Senate together. And I've 
enjoyed working with you very, very much throughout the years. I want to thank you and the ranking 
member for your leademhip on this committee and in the Senate. And you continue to do great work. 
And so thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for your words. And thank you so much for holding this 
timely hearing. 

I want to join all Americans in mourning the loss of the four brave and dedicated American public 
servants who died as a result of what we consider senseless attacks in Libya last week. I honor them and 
the thousands of civilian federal employees overseas who risk their lives every day in service to this 
country. \¥e all owe a debt of gratitude to those who have made essential contributions to fighting 
terrorism and fighting against it. In the face of domestic and international threats, we really rely on these 
workers to keep us safe. And we'll continue to try to help these workers. 
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And also, I want to commend the departments of our witnesses for your increased efforts for protecting 
our nation against terrorist attacks and for your partnerships that you've been bringing about so that we 
can have the best kind of efforts made for our country, and also for the training of 230,000 law 
enforcement officials to help in this effort. And I want to commend you for all of that 

At my request, I want to tell the panel that GAO issued a report last week that highlighted troubling 
vulnerabilities in the security of radiological materials used at medical facilities across the country. 
Terrorists could steal these materials to build a dirty bomb that would have devastating social and 
economic consequences. My question to the panel is, what is your reaction to this report of GAO? And 
what are the current threats regarding terrorists' acquisition of radiological materials? 

SEC, NAPOLITANO: Senator, I'll start. And again, thank you for your years of service to the country. 

With respect to that report, it's primarily medical radiological material. .The Department of Energy has 
the responsibility for the security of that material and how it is handled, so we are reaching out to them 
to see what steps they intend to take with respect to those medical materials. And we'll be happy to 
report back to you. 

1 

SEN. AKAKA: They may further cost -- 
Mr. Olsen? 

DIR. OLSEN: Senator, as well,T'd like to thank you for your years of service. 

And in answer to your question, what I would say, as a general matter, is we do have at NCTC a 
significant element within our organization -- analysts who are focused solely on radiological, chemical, 
biological weapons, and the possibility of terrorists obtaining and using those. And we work closely 
with the National Counter Proliferation Center in that regard as well as with our domestic partners 
represented here and the CIA and other agencies that focus overseas. It's a, I would say, significant 
concern for us, and so I would look forward to working again with Secretary Napolitano and the FBI on 
this issue. 

SEN. AKAKA: Thank you very much. Director. 

Mr. Perkins? 

MR. PERKINS: Yes, sir. Senator. And I, too, congratulate you on your years of service and -- to the 
country, 

I reflect what Madam Secretary and Director Olsen both stated. We have a Weapons of Mass 
Destruction Directorate that works closely with the Department of Energy, with components of DHS as 
well as NCTC, in tracking, following and in trying to be in a mode where we're able to detect any thefts 
along those lines. We will have to have some time to review the actual aspects of the GAO report and 
could get back to you on that. But we work closely with our counterparts in these agencies, as well as 
the Department of Energy, to mitigate those threats. 

SEN. AKAKA: Yes, well, thank you again for your partnerships. It really shows. 

As you know. Secretary Napolitano — as you know, the Senate failed to pass comprehensive 
cybersecurity legislation prior to the August recess. Because the prospects of enacting legislation this 
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year are dim, I support the president's use of his authorities to improve cybersecurity of the nation's 
critical infrastructure, such as the power grid. My question to you is, what are the contours of the 
executive order currently under consideration? 

And what do you expect it will be — when will it be — expect to be issued? 

SEC. .NAPOLITANO: Senator Akaka, there is an executive order that is being considered. It is still 
being drafted in the interagency process but I would say that it is close to completion pending a few 
issues that need to be resolved at the — at the highest levels. And of course, the president would need to 
be involved. 

It's perhaps easier to say what can't be in an executive order as opposed to what can be in an executive 
order. We still need cyber legislation. We still want the Congress (to) appreciate the efforts everyone has 
made in this regard. This is something that the Congress should enact in a comprehensive fashion. We've 
come close, but we haven't been able to get across the goal line here, but it remains an urgent need. 

There are at least three things I can think of off the top of my head that an executive order cannot solve. 
One is it cannot solve some of the limitations we have on personnel and personnel hiring and salaries 
and how that works. It cannot solve issues about liability protections, which are often viewed as a 
mechanism to foster timely and effective infonnation-sharing. And it cannot -- we cannot by legislation 
increase criminal penalties for the bad actors that we find or that the FBI finds. So those are at least three 
important areas that even a robust EO would not be able to cover, 

SEN. AKAKA: Thank you. Thank you very much. My time is expired, Mr. Chairman. 

SEN. LIEBERMAN: Thanks, Senator Akaka. Let me pick up on the last round of questioning by 
Senator Akaka. I appreciate that report. Secretary Napolitano, and I'm glad that the administration is 
going forward with a sense of urgency about this because it's possible that we'll be able for a variety of 
reasons to adopt cybersecurity legislation in a lame-duck session. 

But you know, I agree with Senator Akaka. Based on what we've been through up until now, I wouldn't 
count on it. Td he obviously quite pleasantly surprised - (chuckles) — if we're able to find common 
ground. And we're still working on it; we still have bipartisan discussions going on. But with that 
probability of the failure of Congress to adopt a "Cybersecurity Act of 2012" or something like it, I think 
the sooner the executive branch is ready to try to fill whatever gaps it can, the safer the country will be. 

So I appreciate that, and I certainly ~ and I take this to be what the pace of work in the administration is, 
so I'm not saying anything that's at odds with it. But I certainly wouldn't wait to see how the lame-duck 
session works out. In other words, if we get something passed, then it will presumably overcome the 
executive order. And as you said, there are at least those three matters that are in legislation that the 
president cannot adopt by executive order. I assume, but I look for reassurance now, that you and the 
Department of Homeland Security are quite ac'tively involved, since you're charged with the unique 
responsibility for cybersecurity in the constmction of a possible executive order or orders regarding 
cybersecurity. 

SEC. NAPOLITANO: Mr. Chairman, yes, we have been very actively involved as have some of the 
other agencies who have primary responsibility in this area. So 1 think that more and more people are — 
and one of the benefits of the legislation, even though it didn't pass, is it helped to begin educating 
people as to the really considerable civilian cyber-responsibilities and capabilities that are already being 
exercised by the Department of Homeland Security. And I think that any executive order will reflect that 
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as well. 

SEN. LIEBESMAN: OK, that's good. 

Do you know whether the executive order is considering the possibility that we looked at in our own 
legislation work here, that there are — even though we ended up with a proposal that would have made 
compliance with the standards voluntary — and I understand the president by executive order can't make 
them mandatory - but that we looked at the possibility that under existing statutory authority various 
regulatory agencies might have the existing authority to make whatever standards emerged mandatory 
on the sector of the economy that they oversee. 

SEC, NAPOLITANO: Mr. Chairman, without talking in detail, because things are still in draft -- 
SEN. LIEBERMAN: Sure. 

SEC. NAPOLITANO: -- and the like, but I can tell you that there's been a deep dive into sector- 
specific analysis as to where there may already exist some powers. 

SEN. LBEBERMAN: OK, that's good to hear. Tm encouraged by that. 

May I give you an opportunity - (chuckles) -- one more time to rebut what seems to be driving a lot of 
the opposition to the bill, which is that this would be the heavy hand of government over the private 
sector that controls critical cyber-infrastructure, even though in the noncyber-infrastructure, or primarily 
noncyber, the 18 areas that are designated now where ~ which DHS has authority over, there are ~ 
you're working really quite constructively and collaboratively I gather with private sector in each of 
those areas. So what — where do you think you and we can do to reassure the private sector that this is 
intended to be collaborative, not coercive? 

SEC. NAPOLITANO; Well, I think, Mr. Chairman, we think - 1 think we need to continue to remind 
them that past is predicate is prologue to the future, that we have worked collaboratively on a number of 
areas outside of cyber in effecting critical' infrastructure, and that they themselves benefit if there are 
shared standards. And quite fi'ankly, with respect to core critical inft-astructure, many, many businesses 
and communities and families rely on that core infrastructure to be safe and secure, So that in and of 
itself I think elevates this to a different plane. 

We want to be collaborative. We think that's the way to go. It's truly public-private in contemplation and 
in current activity. But again, a significant gap anywhere respective to critical core infrastructure can 
have ripple effects far beyond the individual entity that is the controller. 

SEN. LIEBERMAN: Agreed. Director Perkins, do you want to ad ~ FBI has developed really 
impressive cybersecurity capacities — obviously, particularly with regard to domestic law enforcement I 
take it you, too, are involved in the construction of a possible executive order? 

MR. PERKINS: Yes, Mr. Chairman, that's correct We are - we're working with our partners at DHS 
to effect that end. And I echo to agree with what Secretary Napolitano is talking about as far as the 
efficiency. We have to have the partnerships to make things work. In many of the things the FBI does, 
partnerships make our work efficient. In the world of cybercrime and cyberthreat, partnerships are 
essential more than efficient, They have to be there in order for us to carry out our mission. So looking 
at the past, looking at the success we've had with the partnerships in the private sector, we hope to play 
on that going forward to win the confidence and to get this type of ~ whether it be legislation or 
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executive order in place that could benefit our ability to carry out our mission. 

SEN. LIEBERMAN: OK. 

A member of my staff just handed me a note that said that Reuters news service is just reporting that the 
Bank of America ~ the Bank of America's website has suffered intermittent problems amid threats on 
the Internet that a group was planning to launch cyberattacks on the bank and the New York Stock 
Exchange - again, in retaliation for this film. Is that — do any of you know anything about that at this 
point? 

SEC. NAPOLITANO: Mr. Chairman, there has been some ongoing activity attribution, and whether 
it's retaliatory I don't think has been determined. Without going into more, I will just simply say that this 
is an example of where working public-to-private and private-to- public benefits everybody. 

SEN. LIEBERMAN: Yeah. 

Director Olsen or Director Perkins, do you want to add anything? 

DIR. OLSEN : I would just add, I mean, we were familiar with these reports as of last night, and so 
there's been ongoing efforts in this regard. 

MR. PERKINS: Yes, sir; that's accurate. We're working with DHS on that matter. But beyond that 
point right now, I really can't share a great deal of detail on it as we look into it. 

SEN. LIEBERMAN: OK, good enough. I mean, it does make the point -- again, this is a news story 
that I'm going from but you've given some legitimacy to parts of it, although not clearly to whether it's 
related to the film. But it does make the point that we've been trying to make in the cybersecurity 
legislation that we're in an unusual circumstance now where the target of an attack by an enemy - 
whether a nation, state or a terrorist group — will just as likely, in some senses more likely, be privately 
owned cyber infrastructure that controls some significant part of life in America, as opposed to attacking 
a military target or a government website or something of that kind. 

So ~ OK, I'm going to move to another area, and that is the extent to which over the last year or so the 
IRGC Quds force from Iran and its clients, including particularly Hezbollah, have attempted to 
perpetrate a number of terrorist attacks in countries around the world — again, most recently the 
successful terrorist attack on a tourist bus in Bulgaria. 

But obviously, again, we know that last year the government of Iran apparently attempted to carry out an 
attack here in Washington against the Saudi ambassador to the U.S. using someone they believed to be a 
member of a Mexican drug cartel. I wanted to ask the three of you, what ~ in ~ first, to put this into 
context, my impression is that the Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps and the Quds force have made a 
strategic decision to move out of their immediate neighborhood and to begin to operate internationally. 
Am I correct on that, Director Olsen? 

DIR. OLSEN: What I would say, Mr. Chairman, is that we have seen an uptick in operational activity 
by the Islamic Revolutionary Guards force and the Quds force over the last year or so. And certainly, to 
your point, the plot against the Saudi ambassador here in Washington last fdl highlighted a willingness 
of Iran and its terrorist elements to actually carry out - or seek to carry out an attack inside the United 
States. 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 



374 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


SEN. LIEBERMAN: Right. And what I'm wondering is am I right -- my impression certainly is that 
whereas traditionally the IRGC, the Quds force had operated within the Middle East through Hezbollah, 
perhaps sometimes Hamas - certainly Hezbollah - and Iraqi Shia militias - obviously in Iraq — and 
that now they seem to be spreading out more broadly. The two cases we know are the U.S. and Bulgaria. 
Is that -- 

DIR. OLSEN: Well, I would say that your impression is consistent with my own. 

SEN. LIEBERMAN: Yeah. 

DIR. OLSEN: I mean, insofar as certainly we've seen Iranian influence in Iraq and in Afghanistan, but 
we've also seen links between Iran and terrorist operations in India, Thailand, Georgia. So it is a threat 
that's posed beyond the immediate region of Iran. 

SEN. LIEBERMAN: So let me ask any of you to what extent now this expansion of terrorist activity 
sponsored by the Iranian government rises as a threat to our homeland, among the other terrorist threats 
to our homeland? 

DIR. OLSEN: Til take that at least first. Again, you mentioned and I discussed briefly that the planned 
attack last fall . So it is - 1 would consider it to be a significant source of concern for us, both Iran and, 
again, its terrorist element the Quds force, as well as the group that it coordinates with, Lebanese 
Hezbollah. 

SEN. LIEBERMAN: Right. Director Perkins? 

MR. PERKINS: Yes, I agree with Director Olsen in that Quds force, Hezbollah and others have shown 
they both have the capability and the willingness to extend beyond that region of the world and likely 
here into the homeland itself We look at it as a very serious problem. We look at it as a serious threat, 
and that we are focusing intelligence analysts and other resources on that on a daily basis to monitor that 
threat and to make determinations is it increasing, is it dropping off and the like. But I agree with 
Director Olsen that they have the capability and they have the willingness to do that which is two very 
important steps. 

SEN. LIEBERMAN: Yeah. Obviously, you're coordinating with other parts of our intelligence 
community that have unique responsibility for intelligence outside of the U.S. 

MR. PERKINS: Thaf s correct. Senator. And that's a key point there, that this is a whole-of-govemment 
approach to dealing with this. This is very key across the entire intelligence community, both outside of 
the U.S. as well as here in the homeland. 

SEN. LIEBERMAN: OK. Let me go to aviation security, which — you know, overall post-9/1 1 has 
been an area where we've put tremendous resources into the battle. And overall, we've successfully 
defended our country and the enormous number of people — Americans and non-Americans — who 
travel by air. You offered testimony that al-Qaida in the Arabian Peninsula nonetheless continues to 
show an intention to attack American and international aviation systems. 

I wonder — I'll begin. Secretary Napolitano, with you — apart from your statement in your prepared 
remarks, are there additional steps, are there some that you'd like to highlight at this point which you 
think we can or should take to deter or detect future attacks via our aviation systems? 
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SEC. NAPOLITANO: Well, I think this - the whole aviation sector demonstrates the necessity to have 
a layered approach, so that if someone or some group is able to evade one layer another layer can pick 
them up. And it begins fundamentally with good intelligence, good intelligence sharing -with our 
international partners, good intelligence sharing within the aviation sector, good intelligence sharing 
within the federal family. It goes to the standards that we require for planes bound for the U.S., both for 
passengers and for cargo, and how we inspect those standards. It goes to what we ourselves require of 
airport and airport authorities that control, say, a perimeter of the airport. We've had one or two 
instances of breach this last year. We've just jumped on both of those to see why and what corrective 
measures needed to be taken. 

It goes to when you get into the.airport, what you see in the area before you get to the gate, what you 
may not see in the area before you get to the gate, the construction of the gate itself with the new 
technology. And then things that we are doing in those so- called sterile areas where even though we call 
it a sterile area there's still a lot of work underway and different things that TSA does on different days 
at different times in different places to increase security. So it's an entire layered approach. 

One of the things I think has really helped ~ and I think American passengers will begin seeing the 
benefits, if they haven't already — is moving to a risk-based approach where, if we have pre- knowledge 
of a traveler and we have their biometrics, they will be — you know, they are able to go through the 
airport and go through customs or whatever more quickly. So we're really encouraging that. That takes 
pressure off of the lines. 

The second thing that's going on is a lot of technology research to see if in this country, where we have 
the world's best scientists and engineers, we can devise a system that is even more efficient for travelers 
and yet deals with the evolving threat. Research cycles take time, but there is some very interesting work 
underway in that regard. 

SEN. LBEBERMAN : Director Olsen, Director Perkins, you want to add to that? 

DIR, OLSEN: Just a couple of quick points — first, in terms of the threat - and I know we've touched 
on this briefly — but we do see from al-Qaida in the Arabian Peninsula, that it's demonstrated its desire 
to cany out an attack involving the aviation sector - really, three failed attempts since December of 
2009, including one just this past May. 

I concur completely with Secretary Napolitano in terms of developing a layered approach, in terms of 
NCTC's contribution to that effort. We maintain the identity database of known suspected terrorists 
which becomes the basis for watchlisting and screening, at least in part the types of screening that can 
take place at airports. 

And then finally, I would highlight again the point that Secretary Napolitano made about the value of 
intelligence and developing at the earliest possible stages the signs and indications and information 
about individuals who may be seeking to carry out such an attack so that we can disrupt that type of plot 
before that person ever seeks to board an airplane or go to an airport. 

SEN. LIEBERMAN: Mr. Perkins? 

MR. PERKINS: Yes, Mr. Chairman, I echo their comments. I agree that AQAP is one of the top if not 
the top threat we face right now simply because of their active willingness to continue coming at us in 
that way. 
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I echo Director Olsen's comments as far as intelligence goes. One of the things we have done recently to 
enhance and build our intelligence capabilities, especially within our Counterterrorism Division, is a 
better integration of our intelligence analysts in new operations. Recently, we have named three deputy 
assistant directors who are all intelligence analysts ~ non-agent personnel, intelligence analysts ~ to 
lead those efforts within the Counterintelligence, Counterterrorism and Criminal Investigative divisions. 
So the focus on intelligence ahead of time, as well as the layered approach to thwart these attempts, is 
vital. 

SEN. LIEBERMAN: So you said something just now that anticipated the follow-on question I was 
going to ask, which we're in a context, as we've said, where al -Qaida — core al-Qaida which was 
responsible for the 9/1 1 attacks on America — has been greatly weakened. Bin Laden is dead. A series of 
people who have worked their way up to replace others are gone. Al-Libbi, the Libyan who was close to 
the top, is now gone. Zawahiri unfortunately remains at liberty, but I'm sure that he's in our sights 
nonetheless. 

So if I asked you to give me what you would rank as the top, let's say, two or three - Tm dealing here 
now particularly with Islamist terrorist groups — what you'd list as the top two or three Islamist terrorist 
threats to the homeland, what would you say? 

Director Perkins, you said you might even put AQAP now at the top, but what else? Other groups — 

Iran, the Quds force — well, which - 

MR. PERKINS: Obviously Quds force, Hezbollah. A lot depends on future, you know, world events, 
as to where exactly that goes. But as we echoed, while — they have the capability and the willingness, so 
that puts them near the top of that list as well. 

Other emerging threats in other parts of the world that we look at in addition to AQAP — some of the 
West Africa - East Africa threats in those regions - as far as their actual extent and threat to the 
homeland, there's debate in those areas, but nonetheless, those are things that are near the top of our list 
to follow as they emerge. 

SEN. LIEBERMAN: OK. Director Olsen, how about you? What's your ~ what are your major 
concerns about sources of threats to our homeland? 

DIR. OLSEN: In terms of their threat to the United States homeland, I would put AQ in the Arabian 
Peninsula at the top of the list, but I would also put, again, AQ core, notwithstanding its greatly 
diminished capability. It does retain the intent — and we've seen this — to carry out an attack, even if it's 
a smaller-scale, less sophisticated attack than we've seen in the past against the U.S. homeland. 

And then, third - and again, these are not in any particular order, but I would also include on that list 
Iran and Hezbollah, echoing the comment about it — really, that their — the likelihood of an attack inside 
the United States depends largely on events in the Middle East and what we see ~ (inaudible). 

SEN. LIEBERMAN: Understood. Secretary? 

SEC. NAPOLITANO: I would add to what was said. The nature of a homegrown Islamist terrorist or 
terrorism — what we saw, for example, in the arrest in Chicago last Saturday — I think it was Saturday — 
of an individual; and we've seen a pattern of this — where several of these instances over the last year. I 
think the Internet serves as a facilitator for that, and I think the so-called lone wolf can also be a lone 
Islamist in that regard, motivated by motivations that may be behind, for example, what occurred in 
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Benghazi, 

SEN. LIEBERMAN: OK. Well, I thank you - the three of you - very much. You know, again, we've 
made great progress. I think the American people have reason not only to be grateful to you and all who 
work with you for our increased security in the face of a really unusui, unprecedented threat to, our 
homeland security - unique, really, in American history. But then - and we're not only improving our 
defenses, we're on the offense in a very real way. But the threat goes on, and so will the work that you 
and this committee will continue to do. So I thank you very much. 

The record of the hearing will stay open for 15 days for any additional statements or questions that you 
or members of the committee have. Director Perkins, you can tell Bob Mueller that he doesn't have to 
appear anymore ~ (laughter) — that you've done very well. He can just stay at the office. (Chuckles.) 
OK. With that, thank you. The hearing is adjourned. (Sounds gavel.) 

END 
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Meehan, Bernadette 
Wednesday, Septejn 
Nuland, Victoria J; 

Mills, Cheryl D; Sullivan, Jacob J; Reines, Philippe I 
RE: Change of Language per the call 


LEG confirms that Olsen was asked and did refer to AOtM. I am asking LEG to track down the exact language now. 


From: Meehan, Bernadette 

Sent: Wednes^y, September 19, 2012 10:2 2 AM 

To; Nuland, Victoria 3 ( nulandvi®state.Qov1 ; ^^^^ [(5)state.Qov 

Subject: Change of Language per the call 

I am rushing to Jay's prep, and will circle up with the broader group after. But wanted to flag that Matt Olsen from NCTC 
will be on the Hill this morning, along with FBI and DHS. It is a pre-scheduled session, but we expect that the Q&A will 
focus heavily on the Libya attacks. 

Wanted to flag that IF ASKED, Matt will use the line: 

--There are indications some of the extremists involved in the attack may be linked to al-Qa'ida or its affiliates, but this 
assessment may change as additional information is collected and analyzed. In eastern Libya there are numerous armed 
groups, some of whom have al-Qa'ida sympathies. 

Flagging because it is an unclass session, so if he makes that statement, word will likely leak, and it is the first time 
someone from the USG will be saying that there might be a link to ai-Qaida. Ben and I discussed, and agreed that we 
refer questions to people involved in the investigation, note the investigation is still underway and no definitive 
conclusions yet, and if pressed, can point out there is no discrepancy with our original assessment because we always 
said our original assessment was based on Info available at the time and that the investigation would provide further 
detail. 

Hopefully won't come up, but wanted to flag just in case. 
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MIIH, Cheryl P 

From: Torv, Nora F 

Sent: Thursday. September 27. 2012 12:40 PM 

To: Mils. CheiyDiSuBvar. Jacob J;ReinM.Phaippe I 

Sub)eet: From video to tanorist attack: a definJItve ttrriellne of admini s tr^ion statements on the Libya 

attack 




From video to terrorist attack: a deflnitive timeline 
of administration statements on the Libya attack 

By Glenn Kcsakr. Pnblisfaed: ScptemtMr 26 1 Updated: Thursday, September 27, 6:02 AM 
JEWEL SAMAD/AFP/GETTY IMAGES 
“fPff are still doing an inyestigation. ** 

— Preiidcnt Obama, Sept 25, 2012 

In any kind of confused overseas event, initial reports are often wrong. But the Sept. 1 1 attack on the U.S. 
diplomatic post in Benghazi, Libya, in which four Americans were killed, including the ambassador, is a case 
study of how an administralion can carefully keep the focus as long as possible on one storyline — and then 
turn on a dime when it is no longer tenable. 

For political reasons, it certainly was in the White House's interests to not portray the attack as a terrorist 
incident, especially one that took place on the anniversary of the Sqit 1 1 attacks. Instead the admirustration 
kept the focus on what was ultim^y a red herring — anger in the Arab world over anti-Muslim video posted 
on You Tube. With key i^irases and message discipline, the administration was able to conflate an attack on the 
U.S. Embassy in Egypt which apparently was prompted by the video — with the deadly assault in Bcn^iazi. 

Officials were also able to dismiss pointed questions by referring to an ongoing investigation. 

Ultimately, when the head of the Nabonal Comterterrorism Center was asked pointblank on C^tol Hill 
whether it was a an act of terror — and he agreed — the administration talking points began to shift. (Tou^ 
news reporting — as well as statements by Libya's president — also played a role.) Yet President Obama 
himself resisted using the “t" word, even as late as Tiiesday, while keeping the focus on the video in his speech 
to the U.N. General Assembly. 

On Wednesday, however. White House spokesman Jay Camey acknowledged also that Obama himself 
believes the attack was terrorism — and so more than two wc^ after the attack the Rubicon Anally was 
crossed. 
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As a reader service, we have compiled a comprehensive dmeline of administration statements, showing the 
evolution in talking points, with key phrases hi^ighted in bold. Many readers sent suggestions for this 
timeline, for which we are deeply grateful. 

We will leave it to readers to reach their own conclusions on whether this is merely the result of the fog of war 
and diplomacy or a deliberate effort to steer the storyline away from more politically damaging questions. 
After alt, in a competitive election, two weeks is a lifetime. 

Initially, 'an aRack* and focus on a video 

“Yesterday, our U.S. diplomatic post in Benghazi. Libya, was atUcked. Heavily armed militants assaulted the 
compound and set fire to our buildings. American and Libyan security personnel battled the attackers together. 
Four Americans were killed. They induded Sean Smith, a Foreign S^ce infbrmaticm management officer, 
and our Ambassador to Libya Chris Stevens. We are still making next of kin notifications for the other two 
individuals.** 

— Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton, State Department Treaty room, Sept 12 

“Frankly, we are not in a position to speak any further to the perpetrators of this attack. It was clearly a 
complex attack. We’re going to have to do a full investigation.” 

Unnamed senior administration official, briefing reporters in a conference call. Sept 12 

“1 think it’s important to note with regards to that fxolest that there are protests taking place in different 
countries across the world that arc responding to the movie that has circulated on the Internet. As 
Secretary Clinton said today, the United States government had nothing to do with this movie. Wc reject its 
message and its contents. We find it disgusting and rqxdieruible. America has a history of religious tolerance 
and respect for rdigious beliefs that goes back to our nation's founding. We are stronger because we are the 
home to people of all rdigions, induding millions of Muslims, and we reject the denigration of religion. We 
also believe that there b no Justification at all for responding lo thb movie with violence.** 

— White House spokesman Jay Carney, news briefing. Sept 13 

“This has been a difBcult wedc for die State Dq>artment and for our country. We've seen the heavy assault on 
our post in Benghazi that took the lives of those brave men. We've seen rage and violence directed at 
American embassies over an awful Internet video that we had nothing to do with. It is hard for the American 
people to make sense of that because it is senseless, and it is totally unacceptable.** 

— Clinton, transfer of remains ceremony. Sept 14 

“I have seen that report, and the story is absolutely wrong. We were not aware of any actionable intelligence 
indicating that an attack on the U.S. mission in Benghazi was planned or imminent. That report is false.*' 

— Carney, news briefing. Sept 14 

"Based on the best information we have to date ... it began ^ntaneously in Benghazi as a reaction to what 
had transpired some hours earlier in Cairo, where, of course, as you know, there was a violent protest outside 
of our endKissy sparked by this hateful video. But soon after that spontaneous protest began outside of our 
consulate in Benghazi, we believe that it looks like extremist elements, individuals. Joined in that effort with 
heavy weapons of the sort that are. unfortunately, readily now available in Libya post-revolution. And that it 

Ai 
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spun from there into something much, much more violent... We do not have information at present that leads 
us to conclude that this was premeditated or preplanned. ** 

— Susan E. Rice, U.S ambassador to the United Nations, on CBS's **Face the Nation,” Sept J6 

**We had a substantial security presence with our personnel end the consulate in Benghazi. Tragically, two of 
the four Americans who were killed were there providing security. That was their function. And indeed, there 
were many other colleagues who were doing the same with them.” 

— Rice, on ABC's "This Week, ’“Sept 16 

(Note: the U.S. post was not a consulate and its precise role is still a mystery.) 

"The way these perpetrators acted and moved, and their choosing the specific date for this so-called 
demonstration, this leaves us with no doubt that this was preplanned, predetermined. ” 

— Mohamed Yusuf al-Magariaf, president of Libya 's General National Congress, Sept 16 

QUESTION: “Simply cm the basis of what Ambassador Rice has publicly disclosed, docs the United Stales 
Covenunent regard what happened in Benghazi as an act of terror?” 

SPOKESWOMAN VICTORIA NULAND: “Again, I’m not going to put labels on this until we have a complete 
investigation, okay?” 

QUESTION: “You don’t — so you don’t regard it as an act of terrorism?” 

NULAND: “I don’t think we know enough- 1 don’t think we know enough. And we’re going to continue to 
assess. She gave our preliminary assessment. We’re going to have a full investigation now. and then we’ll be in 
a better position to put labels on things, okay?” 

— exchange at State Department briefing. Sept. 1 7 

“Well, you’reconvenieotly conflating two things, which is dte anniversary of 9/ II and the incidents that took 
place, which are under investigation and the cause and motivation behind them will be decided by that 
investigation.” 

— Carney, news briefing. Sept 17 
Suddenly, a ^ift to a ‘terrorist attack* 

“I would say yes. they were killed in the course of a terrorist attack on our embassy.... The best information 
we have now. the facts that we have now indicate that this was an opportunistic attack on our embassy. The 
attack began and evolved and escalated over several hours at our embassy — our diplomatic post in Ben^iazi. 

It evolved and escalated over several hours. 

“It appears that individuals who were certainly well-anned seized on the opportunity presented as the events 
unfolded that evening and into the — into the morning hours of September 1 2th. We do know that a number of 
militants in the area, as I mentioned, are well-armed and maintain those arms. What we don't have at this 
point is specific intelligence that there was a significant advanced planning or coordination for this 
attack. 
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“We are focused on who was responsible for this attack. At this point, what I would say is that a number of 
different elements appear to have been involved in the attack, including individuals connected to militant groups 
that are prevalent in eastern Libya, particularly in the Benghazi area, as well. We are looking at indications that 
individuals involved in the atta^ may have had connections to al-Qaeda or al-Qaeda's affiliates; in particular, 
al'Qaeda in the Islamic Ma^db.** 

— Mathew Oisen, director of the National Counterterrorism Center, testimony before Congress, Sept 19, 
after being asked a direct question. 

CNN reports on Sept. 19 that Anabassador Christopher Stevens had been worried by the security threats 
in Benghazi. CNN later acknowledged the information came from Steven's journal. 

“It is. I think, self-evident that what happened b Benghazi was a terrorist attack. Our embassy was 
attacked violently, and the result was four deaths of American officials. So, again, that's self- evident. 

“He also made clear that at this point, based on the informadoo be has — and be is briefing the Hill on the most 
up-to-date mtelligence ~ we have no bfonnation at this point that suggests that this was a significantly 
preplanned attack, but this was the result of opportunism, taking advantage of and exploiting what was 
happening as a result of reaction to the video that was found to be offensive.*’ 

— Carney, news briefing, Sept. 20 

CBS News reports there never was anti-Americaii protest 

<iffame widtb=''45(r heighlB'3 J8" src«'http://www.youtube.com/embed/TGMInBiiUnM?rel^ frameborder=*cr 
allowfullscreftnx/iframe> 

“Witnesses tell CBS News that there was never an anti-American protest outside of the consulate, bstead they 
say it came under planned attack. That is m direct contradiction to the administration’s account.” 

~ Margaret Brennan CBS News correspondent, CBS News report aired Sept 20 

But Obama resists saying the *t* word... 

OBAMA: “What we’ve seen over the last wedc, week and a halt •$ something that actually we've seen in (he 
past, where there is an offensive video or cartoon directed at the prophet Muhammad. And this is 
obviously something that then is used as an excuse by some to carry out inexcusable violent acts directed at 
Westerners or Americans. 

“And my number-one priority is always to keep our diplomats safe and to keep our embassies safe. And so 
when the initial events happened m Cairo and all across the region, we worked with Secretary Clinton to 
redouble our security and to send a message to the leaders of these countries, essentially saying, although wc 
had nothing to do with the video, we find it offensive, it's not representative of America’s views, how we treat 
each other with respect when it comes to their religious beliefo, but we will not tolerate violence.” 

QUESTION: “We have reports that the White House said today that the aRacks in Libya were a terrorist attack. 

Do you have information indicating that it was Iran, or al-Qaeda was behind organizing the protests?” 

OBAMA: “Well, we’re still dobg an bvestigatioo, and there are going to be different circumstances m 
different countries. And so I don't want to speak to something until we have all the information. What we do 
know is that the natural protests that arose because of the outrage over the video were used as an excuse 
by extremists to see if they can also directly harm U.S. interests.” 
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— President Obama, UnMsion Town HaU, Sept 20 


"What luppen^ in Benghazi was a terrorist attack, and we wUI not rest until we have tracked down and 
brought to justice the terrorists who murdered four Americans.” 

— Oinun, statement at a meeting with Pakistani Foreign Minister Hina Rabbani Khar, Sept 21, 2012 

As we all toow, the United States lost a great ambassador and the Libyan people lost a Uue friend when Chris 
Stevens and three other Americans were killed in the terrorist assault on our consulate in Benghazi." 

— Clinton, meeting with Libyan President Magariaf, Sept. 24 


QUESTION: “I heard Hillary Clinton say it was an act of terrorism. Is it? What do you say?" 

OBAMA: “We are still doing an investigaUoa. There is no doubt that the kind of weapons that were used the 
on^ing a^ult. that it wasn’t Just a mob action. Now. we don’t have all the information yet so we are still 
gathering. 

— Obama, on ABC*s **The View," Sept 25 

■That is what we saw play out in the last two weeks, as a crude and disgusting video sparked outrage 
throughout the Muslim world. Now, I have made it clear that the United Sutes government had nothing to do 
with thrs vtdeo, and I believe its message must be rqected by all who respect our common humanity." 

— Obama, speech to the V.N. General Assembly, SepL 2S 


"It was a preplanned act of terrorism directed against American citisens. " 


— Magariaf, on NBC’s "Today" show. Sept 26 

“For some time, al -Qaeda iri the Islamic Maghreb and other groups have launched attacks and kidnappings 6om 
noith^ Mall into neighboring countries. Now. with a larger safe haven and increased freedom to maneuver 
temnsts are seeking to extend their reach and their networks in multiple directions. And they are working with 
other violent extremists to undermine the democratic transitions underway in North ABica. as we traekallv 
saw in Benghazi.” 

— Clinton, at the United Nations, Sept 26 

QUESTION: "Is there wy reason why the President did not — he was asked point-blank in The View 
mtervicw, is this a terrorist attack, yes or no? Is there any reason why he dirin’t say yes?” 

CARNEY: “He answered the question that he was asked, and there’s no reason that he chose the words he did 
beyond trymg to provide a full explanation of his views and his assessment that we need to await further 
information that the investigation will uncover. But it is certainly the case that it is our view as an 
administratloii, the President’s view, that it was a terrorist attack.” 

— Carney, news briefing. Sept 26 
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EXHIBIT 7 



Subject: FW: IC statement on Benghazi 


SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From: Rhodes, Benjamin J. [mailto: 

Sent: Friday, SeDtern^28, 2012 10:43 AM 
To: 'matt.olsen McDonough, D enis R.; Robe rt.CardilloB 

Cc: Brennan, John 0.; Shawn.Turner^^^l | 

Subject: RE; IC statement on Benghazi 


Thank you for working this, as the most important thing is having a public baseline - informed by the facts - that we can 
all point to. We are well synched up with Shawn Turner as well. 


From: matt.olseml 


Sent: Friday, September 28, 2012 10:40 AM i 

To: McDonough, Deni^j^h^es^eniamin J.; Robert.Cardillq 
Cc: Brennan, John 0.;^^^|^^M^|shawn.Turnen^^^^ 
Subject: IC statement on Benghazi 



All-FYI. 


We provided a draft statement this morning to Shawn Turner, ODNl/PAO, for further refinement and coordination. It 
includes the following key point about our assessment: 

Our understanding and analysis of the events of September 11 has evolved as new information has become 
available over the last 17 days. In the immediate aftermath of the attack, there was information that led us to 
assess that the attack began spontaneously following the protests earlier that day at our embassy in Cairo. As 
we learned more about the attack, our initial assessment shifted, and we now assess that the attack was a 
deliberate and organized assault by extremists. We have also learned more about the affiliations of at least 
some of the perpetrators, and we assess that some of those involved were finked to groups affiliated with or 
sympathetic to al*Qa'ida. However, it remains unclear if any group or person exercised overall command and 
control of the attack, and if extremist group leaders directed their members to participate. 
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From: McDonough, Denis R. ('maHto:! 

Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2012 10:09 PM 
To: Matthew G. Olsen; Rhodes, Benjamin J.; Robert Cardillo; 

Cc: Brennan, John 0.; Nicholas J Rasmussen; Shawn S TurnerTBHIstetejgoy 

Subject: RE: FOX News: US officials knew Libya attack was terrorism within 24 hours, sources confirm 


Thanks, Matt and team for all the work you are doing. 



With appreciation for your continued good work, 
Denis. 


From: matt.olsenl 

Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2012 
To: Rhodes, Benjamin McD onough, Denis R.;l 

Cc: Brennan, John 0.; ^^^^^^^^B shawn.Turner | 


tote.QOv 


Subject: RE: FOX News: US officials knew Libya attack was terrorism within 24 hours, sources confirm 


We can draft an unclassified statement. I just spoke to Robert and will loop in Shawn Turner. 


I expect our statement to make these points: 


The iCs job is to follow the facts wherever they lead 

This was a chaotic situation at the outset; we had more questions than answers as the event unfolded 
Our collection has been limited and fragmentary 

Our understanding of the attack has evolved as new information has become available 
We have taken care to be precise about the facts and about what we knew and did not know 
At every opportunity, we have reported these facts based on the developing intelligence 


From: Rhodes, Benjamin J. [mailto:! 

Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2012 8:15 PM 

To: Robert Cardillo; McDonough, Denis R.; Matthew G. Olsen; 

Cc: Brennan, John 0.; Nicholas J Rasmussen; Shawn S TurnerT^^^V^te.gov’ 

Subject: Re: FOX News: US officials knew Libya attack was terrorism within 24 hours, sources confirm 
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From: Robert.Cardillo 


Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2012 08:03 PM 

To: Rhodes, Benjamin J.; McDonough, Denis R.; matt.olsen 



From: McDonough, Denis R. 

Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2012 7:52^^^^_ 

To: McDonough, Denis Rj^RobertCardHIo^^^^l'matt^olsen^^^HP^^^^^^^^^^I Rhodes, Benjamin J. 
Cc: Brennan, John 0.; ^^^^|^^^■Shawn!T\l^ner^^^f^^^^state.gov' 

Subject: RE: FOX News: US officials knew Libya attack was terrorism within 24 hours, sources confirm 


I thought he was on my earlier response. 


[ 


From: McDonough, Denis R, 

Sent: Thursday, SeDtember^7, 2012 

'Robert.Cardillo^^^^^man|dser^^^^H:^^^^^H^^|P 
Cc: Brennan, John Shawn ,T urneri ^^^J^^^^ate.gov 

Subject: RE: FOX News: US officials knew Libya attack was terrorism within 24 hours, sources confirm 



STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 









388 



REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


The piece immediately below led ABC World News Tonight today. It is really galling. 

httD://abcnews.gO-Com/blogs/politics/2012/09/some-administration-officials-were-concerned-about-initial-white- 

house-push-blaming-benghazi-attack-on-mob-video/ 

Sep 11 , 2012 6:13pm 

Some Administration Officials Were Concerned About Initial White House Push Blaming Benghazi Attack on Mob, 
Video 

Even before Defense Secretary Leon Panetta contradicted the initial story about the attack on the U.S. consulate in 
Benghazi, Libya, today, Obama administration officials told ABC News they were concerned after the White House began 
pushing the line that the attack was spontaneous and not the work of terrorists. 

Events were too uncertain, and suspicions had been aroused, officials said. 

Panetta today said that the attack that killed four Americans on the anniversary of 9/11 was not only carried out by 
terrorists — it was pre-meditated. 

"As we determined the details of what took place there and how that attack took place," Panetta told reporters, "it 
became clear that there were terrorists who had planned that attack." 

The White House first suggested the attack was spontaneous — the result of an anti-Muslim video that incited mobs 
throughout the region. 

"Let's be clear, these protests were in reaction to a video that had spread to the region," White House press secretary 
Jay Carney said on September 14. 

When ABC News pressed Carney on whether that included the Benghazi attack, in which U.S. Ambassador Chris Stevens 
and three other American men were killed, Carney said, "we certainly don't know. We don't know otherwise. We have 
no information to suggest that it was a preplanned attack." 

On THIS WEEK on September 16, U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations Susan Rice said, "our current best assessment, 
based on the information that we have at present, is that, in fact, what this began as, it was a spontaneous - not a 
premeditated - response to what had transpired in Cairo. In Cairo, as you know, a few hours earlier, there was a violent 
protest that was undertaken in reaction to this very offensive video that was disseminated. We believe that folks in 
Benghazi, a small number of people came to the embassy to - or to the consulate, rather, to replicate the sort of 
challenge that was posed in Cairo. And then as that unfolded, it seems t6 have been hijacked, let us say, by some 
individual clusters of extremists who came with heavier weapons... And it then evolved from there." 

White House officials acknowledge that assessments have changed overtime as intelligence has been confirmed, but 
they insist that no information was given in bad faith and there was no attempt to downplay the attack. 

But sources told ABC News that intelligence officials on the ground immediately suspected the attack was not tied to the 
movie at all. The attackers knew where to get Ambassador Stevens after he'd fled to a so-called safe house half a mile 
away. That building was hit with insurgent mortars — suggesting the terrorists knew what they were doing. 
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KbVIbWbU hUK bbNbjl I lyh ANU LU 


As of Thursday afternoon, officials from the Obama administration were not even 100 percent certain that the protest of 
the anti-Muslim film in Benghazi occurred outside the U.S. diplomatic post. 

In a closed-door briefing with top officials. Director of National Intelligence James Clapper described the mortar attack 
on the safe house as suggesting that the terrorist attack was one of opportunity, not pre-meditation, since the mortars 
were not used to attack the consulate earlier in the day. 

Campaigning in Virginia Beach today, President Obama seemed eagerto paint the terrorist threat as waning. "Al Qaeda's 
on the path to defeat," he said. "Bin Laden is dead." 

But the Daily Beast's Eli Lake on Wednesday reported that intelligence officials said "the early information was enough 
to show that the attack was planned and the work of al Qaeda affiliates operating in Eastern Libya." "There was very 
good information on this in the first 24 hours," one of the officiais told Lake. "These guys have a return address. There 
are camps of people and a wide variety of things we could do." 

It's certainly possible that intelligence officials wouldn't want the terrorists to know that the U.S. knew about them, but 
that does beg the question as to why White House officials seemed to strongly suggest the attack was merely the work 
of an unruly mob. 

President Obama has repeatedly said the investigation is on to find the killers and bring them to justice. But as first 
reported by CNN, ABC news has learned that the FBI — which has been dispatched to Libya to take the lead in the 
investigation — has not even reached Benghazi yet. 

This is largely due to safety concerns. Indeed, as of Thursday, senior State Department officials said that the diplomatic 
presence in Libya - which was already down to emergency-level staffing - would be further reduced. 


From: Robert.Cardillo l 

Sent: Thursday^epten^r 27, 2012 7:47 PM 
To: HI III III I ii^™"^* McDonough, D enis R. 

Cc: Brennan, John 0.; Shawn.Turnerl 


istate.aov 

Subject: Re: FOX News: US officials knew Libya attack was terrorism within 24 hours, sources confirm 


NCTC has already made great progress in documenting the chronology of what we knew and what we published. My 
reading of that draft is that we can easily debunk Fox and refute the hits on Susan's statements on Sunday, 16 Sep. As I 
read the laydown, her comments were consistent with our intel assessment at that time. 


My question is, given we have more work to do, do we want/need to get something out soonest - and if yes what 
should that something be. 

Open to thoughts. 

Robert 


From: Matthew G. Olsen 

Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2012 12:12 PM 

To: Robert Cardlllo; 


Nicholas J Rasmussen 
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Subject; RE: FOX News: US officials knew Libya attack was terrorism within 24 hours, sources confirm 


As Robert suggests, I think the best way to approach this is to review and memorialize exactly what we were saying from 
the onset of the attack going forward. We've got a chronological catalog of all finished intelligence on the attack. And 
we'll put together today a time line summary that sets forth all key points and analytic judgments as they developed 
from 9/11 through the present. 

Nick and I will get started on the time line right away. 

-Matt 


From: Robert Cardillo 

Sen t; Thursday, September 27, 2012 11 : 

To: 

Cc: 'John_0._Brennan^^^^^^H Matthew G. Olsen; Nicholas J Rasmussen 

Subject: Re: FOX News: US officials knew Libya attack was terrorism within 24 hours, sources confirm 


I am fairly sure the answer is "no". 

And I've asked Matt and Nick to lay out on a timeline the evolution of our 1C assessments from 12 September on. 
They're on cc so I'll ask when that can be ready. 


From: McDonough, Denis R. [rnaiiteiHH^H^IHiHHHiHI 

Sent: Thursday, S€Dt|mh|^2^20l2 10:57 AM 

To: Robert Cardillo;^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

Cc: Brennan, John 0^1^^HBi^PVHWiPi> 

Subject: FW: FOX News: US officials knew Libya attack was terrorism within 24 hours, sources confirm 




From: 

Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2012 10:15 AM 

To: DL-WHO-Press; Alhassani, Mehdl K.; Arguelles, Adam; BarkofP, Kendra; Bartoloni, Kristen; Bates, Andrew J.; 

Beechem, Stephanie; Bird, Debbie; Borrin, Danielle; Bradsher, Tanya; Buffa, Nikki; Canegallo, Kristie A.; Carney, Jay; 
Chen, Hillary; Childress, Mark; Cloud, Donald; Cloud, Rosye B.; Compton, Matt; Dean, Laura; Earnest, Joshua R.; Evans, 
Bess; Favreau, Jon; Finer, Jonathan J.; Gelman, Jeffrey D.; Gottlieb, Mike; Govashlri, Ferial; Hankins, Hannah R.; Hayden, 
Caitlin; Holzer, Benjamin; Hughes, Caroline; Inouye, Shin; Jenkins, Brad; Kahan, Alex; Keenan, Cody; Kolachalam, 
Namrata; Lee, Jesse C.; Lepow, Brandon D.; Lundeberg, Greta; McDonough, Denis R.; McKeon, Brian P.; O'Connor, Kyle; 
Ortiz, Michael; Papas, Nick; Pfeiffer, Dan; Phillips, Macon; Platkin, Alex; Prescott, Jeffrey; Rakestraw, London; Rangel, 
Antoinette N.; Ratner, Stephen (Intern); Rhodes, Benjamin J.; Richardson, Karen E.; Rodriguez, Miguel; MacFarquhar, 
Rory; Ruemmler, Kathryn H.; Ruiz, Ria; Sahgal, Rishi R.; Selak, Dawn; Shapiro, Nicholas S.; Sheehy, Kathleen; Smith, 
Jamie; Szuplat, Terry; Traber, Alexandra; Updegrove, Laura; Velz, Peter; Vietor, Tommy; Vinograd, Samantha; Wozniak, 
Natalie S.; Zafar, Shaarik; Abizaid, Christine; Bernstein, Jarrod; Berschinski, Rob; Chadda, Nitin; Citrin, Ruth; Lehrich, 
Matt; Lowry, Keri M.; Matusiak, Ari; Moussavian, Roxana; Parker, Samuel; Power, Samantha J.; Rand, Dafna; Samuels, 
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Jonathan D.; Simon, Steven; Smith, Jamie; Withers, Anne; August, Hannah; Avery, Heidi E.; Blake, Randy; Brennan, John 
0.; Burke, Jordan; Carroll, Bradley; Curtis, Colleen; Espinel, Zulima; Gorsky, Rachel; Haines, Avril; Jones, Corey; Jones, 
Nate; Maier, Christopher P.; McCullough, Victoria; Plouffe, David; Ricchetti, Steven; Stevens, Clark; Wiktorowicz, Quintan 
Subject: FOX News: US officials knew Libya attack was terrorism within 24 hours, sources confirm 

http://www.foxnews.eom/politics/2012/09/27/us-officials-knew-libva-attack-was-terrorism-within-24-hours-sources- 

confirm/ 

US officials knew Libya attack was terrorism 
within 24 hours, sources confirm 

Published September 27, 2012 
FoxNews.com 


URGENT; U.S. intelligence officials knew from Day One that the assault on the U.S. Consulate in Libya was a terrorist attack and 
suspected Al Qaeda-tied elements were involved, sources told Fox News -- though it took the administration a week to acknowledge it. 

The account conflicts with claims on the Sunday after the attack by U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations Susan Rice that the 
administration believed the strike was a "spontaneous" event triggered by protests in Egypt over an anti-Islam film. 

Sources said the administration internally labeled (he attack terrorism from the first day to enable a certain type of policy response, and 
that officials were looking for one specific suspect. 

In addition, sources confirm that FBI agents have not yet arrived in Benghazi in the aftermath of the attack. 


Read more; http://www.foxnews,com/oolitics/2012/09/27/us-officials-knew-libva-attack-was-terrorism-within-24-hours-sources- 
confirm/#ixzz27aBxvsDz 
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EXHIBIT 


Office of the Director of National Intelligence 


LIAOINS iNTILLieeNCt iNTtGRATlON 


Statement by the Director of Public Affairs for ODNI, Shawn Turner, on 
the intelligence related to the terrorist attack on the U.S. Consulate in 
Benghazi, Libya 


Sept. 28, 2012 

In the aftermath of the terrorist attack on U.S. personnel and facilities in Benghazi, Libya, the 
Intelligence Community launched a comprehensive effort to determine the circumstances 
surrounding the assault and to identity the perpetrators. We also revietwed all available 
intelligence to determine if there might be follow-on attacks against our people or facilities in 
Libya or elsewhere in the world. 


As the Intelligence Community collects and analyzes more information related to the attack, our 
understanding of the event continues to evolve. In the immediate aftermath, there was 
information that led us to assess that the attack began spontaneously following protests earlier 
that day at our embassy in Cairo. We provided that initial assessment to Executive Branch 
officials and members of Congress, who used that information to discuss the attack publicly and 
provide updates as they became available. Throughout our investigation we continued to 
emphasize that information gathered was preliminary and evolving. 

As we learned more about the attack, we revised our initial assessment to reflect new 
information indicating that it was a deliberate and organized terrorist attack carried out by 
extremists. It remains unclear if any group or person exercised overall command and control of 
the attack, and if extremist group leaders directed their members to participate. However, we do 
assess that some of those involved were linked to groups affiliated with, or sympathetic to 
al-Qa'ida. We continue to make progress, but there remain many unanswered questions. As 
more information becomes available our analysis will continue to evolve and we will obtain a 
more complete understanding of the circumstances surrounding the terrorist attack. 


We continue to support the ongoing FBI investigation and the State Department review of the 
Benghazi terrorist attack, providing the full capabilifies and resources of the Intelligence 
Community to those efforts. We also will continue to meet our responsibility to keep Congress 
fully and currently informed. For its part, the Intelligence Community will continue to follow the 
information about the tragic events in Benghazi wherever it leads. The President demands and 
expects that we will do this, as do Congress and the American people. As the Intelligence 
Community, we owe nothing less than our best efforts in this regard, especially to the families of 
the four courageous Americans who lost their lives at Benghazi in service of their country. 


1 / 2 
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Office of the Director of National Intelligence 


I A D t N C 


I NTCLLieeNce 


I NTCeKAT 


Statement by the Director of Public Affairs for ODNI, Shawn Turner, on 
the intelligence related to the terrorist attack on the U.S. Consulate in 
Benghazi, Libya 


Download this Statement in PDF Format 
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EXHIBIT 9 

UNCLASSIFIED STATE DEPT, - PRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMM. 

U.S. Department of State SUBJECT TO AGREEMENT ON SENSITIVE INFORMATION & REDACTIONS. NO FOIA WAIVER. 

Case No. F-201 5-04841 
Doc No. C05739836 
Date: 05/13/2015 

RELEASE IN I 
PART B5,B6 | 


Ffwn: 

S«nt: 

To: 

Subject 


Remind me to discuss b/f today's mtg 
— Original Mess^ — 

From;^ B6 

Sent; Sunday, November 25, 2012 10:15 PM 
To; Mills, Cheryl D 
Subject: Re: Hearings 

Got rt - thanks. 

— Original Message — 

From: Mills, Chei^ D |mailto:MiHsCD@state^ov| 

Sent; Sunday, November 25, 2012 08:52 PM 
To: Matthew G. Olsen 
Subject: Re: Hearings 

Dear Matt 

Thanks for reaching out - 1 am en route to Haiti so will try you when I land b/w 810 to 9am 

Best 

Cdm 

— Original Message — 

From: B6 

Sent: Sunday, November 25, 2012 12:07 PM 
To; Mills, Ch^l 0 
Subject: RE: Hearings 

Cheryl - 

I'm just following up from last we^. 1 know you ^ke to Nick on Wednesday. I thought the ARB session went very well 
- good questions and discussion v\/ith the panel. 

J^was planning to leave for Africa today, but have po^oned my trip to handle the ; jtomorrow, I I B5 

' It may be good for us to talk tomorrow morning ~ 

I'd appreciate any su^estions or Insights you may have in advance of the WH meeting. 

i hope you've had a good holiday weekend. 

— Original Message — 

From: Mills, Cheryl D [maitto:MillsCD@state.gov] 

Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2012 7:17 AM 
To: Matthew G. Olsen 

UNCLASSIFIED 
U.S. Department of State 
Case No. F-201 5-04841 

Doc No. C05739836 STATE DEPT, - PRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMM. 

Date- 05/13/2015 SUBJECT TO AGREEMENT ON SENSITIVE INFORMATION & REDACTIONS. NO FOIA WAIVER. STATE-SCB0045811 


Mills, Cheryl D <MiHsQ>@st3te.gov> 
Monday, November 26, 2012 9:03 AM 
H 

Fw: Hearings 
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UNCLASSIFIED STATE DEPT. - PRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMM. 

U.S. Department of State SUBJECT TO AGREEMENT ON SENSITIVE INFORMATION & REDACTIONS. NO FOIA WAIVER. 

Case No. F-201 5-04841 
Doc No. C05739836 
Date: 05/13/2015 

Subject: RE; Hearings 
Dear Matt 

Thanks so much > we've been g^ing as good a reports as one might expect. That said, I welcome the read out and look 
forward to sharing some concerns - i am around all day today, though am easier to reach in the afternoon. 

Best. 

aim 

— Orielnai Messaue — 

From: B6 

Sent: Monday, November 19, 2012 11:02 PM 
To: Mills, Cheryl D 
Subject: Hearings 

Cheryl - 

This isa quick note to say that the heatings on Benghazi are going hne. from my perspective. Pat Kennedy has been 
terrific ~ substantive, precise, and firm in the face of someoudandish behavior. We continue to fend off questions 
about the unclass talking points. And I think the 
time line narrative is heipfui. 
i will call to give you a more compiete read-out 

-Matt 


UNCLASSIFIED 
U.S. Department of State 
Case No. F-201 5-04841 

Doc No. C05739836 STATE DEPT. - PRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMM. 

Date- 05/13/2015 SUBJECT TO AGREEMENT ON SENSITIVE INFORMATION & REDACTIONS. NO FOIA WAIVER. STATE-SCB0045812 
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UNCLASSIFIED 
U.S. Department of State 
Case No. F-201 5-04841 
Doc No. C05739827 
Date: 05/13/2015 


EXHIBIT 10 

STATE DEPT. - PRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMM. 

SUBJECT TO AGREEMENT ON SENSITIVE INFORMATION & REDACTIONS. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


RELEASE IN 
PART B5,B6 


Mills, Cheryl D < MfHsCD@5t3te.gov> 

Sent Saturday, November 24, 2012 3:12 AM 

To: H 

Subiect: Re: Mcmday November 26 from 2:35 - 3:20 pm -Topic g 5 

- Benghaa 


Done 


From: H [malto:HDR22@ciintoriemall.com] 

Sertt: Friday, November 23, 2012 04:16 1^ 

To: Mills, Cheryl D 

Subject: Re: itonday November 26 from 2:35 - 3:20 {:»Tt - TopHc - Benghazi B5 

i think I should go w Pat. 


From: Mills, Cheryl 0 £mailto:M({{sCD@^te.gov3 

Friday, November 23, 2012 03:59 PM Eastern KarKJardTime 

To: H 

S^bj^: FW: | ^ londay Nowmbe-26from 2:35 - 3:20 pm - Topic - Ben^iazi B5 

You good with Pat going? 

Cdm 


From: Benjamin, Oani^ S 

Smit: Friday, Novantser 23, 2012 3:40 PM 

To: Bass, John R; Mills, D; &illivan, Jacob J; Hubbard, GlcMia K 

Ccj Kennedy, Patrick F; Reines, ^ 

Subject: Re: Monday November 26 from 2:35 - 3:20 pm B5 

Pat should go. 


Rom: Bass, John R 

Sent: Friday, November 23, 2012 03:33 PM 

To: Mills, Oieryl D; Benjamin, Daniel S; Sullivan, Jacob J; Hut]4»rd, Gkwia K 
Cc: Itennedy, f^tr^ F; Reines, Philippe I 

Subject: RE; Monday November 26 ftwn 2:35 - 3:20 B5 

Cheryl, 

WH has indicated we are limited to either the Secretary +1, or a singie seat if she is unable to attend. Wouid you prefer 
Pat to attend, or Dan? Thanks, J8 

From: Mills, Cheryl D 

Sent: Friday, Nov»nber 23, 2012 11:20 AM 

To: Benjairtn, Oaniei S; Sullivan, Jaojb 3; Hubbard, Glc^’a K 

Cc; Baa, John R; Kennedy. Patrick F:_Reines. Rhippe I 

Sirisject: RE;| Monday November 26 from 2:35 - 3:20 pm B5 


I am in Haiti but I would like Pat and Philippe Reines to attend if that is possible. 

UNCLASSIFIED 
U.S. Department of State 
Case No. F-201 5-04841 

Doc No. C05739827 STATE DEPT. - PRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMM. 

Date- 05/13/2015 SUBJECT TO AGREEMENT ON SENSITIVE INFORMATION & REDACTIONS. NO FOIA WAIVER. STATE-SCB0045803 



397 


UNCLASSIFIED STATE DEPT. - PRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMM. 

U.S. Department of State SUBJECT TO AGREEMENT ON SENSITIVE INFORMATION & REDACTIONS. NO FOIA WAIVER. 

Case No. F-201 5-04841 
Doc No. C05739827 
Date: 05/13/2015 


cdm 


From: Benjamin, Daniel S 

Sent: R-iday, November 23, 2012 10:21 AM 

To: Mills, g^rvl D: Sullivan, Jacob J; Hubbard, Gloria K 

Subject: Monday Novenber 26 from 2:35 - 3:20 f«n B5 

As you can see from below, this week's session is on Benghazi. I'm told both Ds and P are out Monday. I'm happy to 
cover, as I have in the past, but, assuming she doesn't want to do it, thoi^ht this might be of interest for you. Could also 
contact Pat. Please advise. 


From: Blake, Randy 

S ent: Friday. NovCTnber 23. 2012 08:51 AM 

To: 


Bea^, Rand' : . I- Heyman, David' 

Johnson, Bryan' |Smislova, Melissa' 
• Warrick. Tom’ 


Haines, Avril < 

■ Carlin, John' . ^ ]Cheung, Denise' 

[ Monaco, Lisa' ■ Krency, Caroline 


Shapiro, Nicholas S. 

J Benjamin, Daniel S; 


Subject:^ ^ ^ Monday November 26 from 2:35 - 3:20 pm 

Colleagues, 

You have likely heard via the usual scheduling channels about timing for next week's . 

It wil]_take place on Monday November 26 from 2;35.-_3:20 pm in the Situation Room. 


Please don't hesitate to reach out if you have any questions. 

Regards, 

Randy 


B6 


B5 


B5 
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Sunday Shows - Ambassador Rice 
September 16, 2012 

ABC- This Week 2 

CBS- Face the Nation 8 

NBC- Meet the Press: Susan Rice, U.S. Ambassador to the UN 1 1 

FOX News- Sunday 1 7 

CNN- State of the Union 25 
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ABC- This Week 


[*] (BEGIN VIDEO CLIP) 

TAPPER (voice-over): Good morning. Welcome to "This Week." 

Crisis overseas. An ambassador and three other Americans murdered. 

CLINTON: How could this happen? 

TAPPER: American embassies throughout the region under fire. 

OBAMA: The world must stand together to unequivocally reject these brutal acts. 

CLINTON: The people did not trade the tyranny of a dictator for the tyranny of a 
mob. 

TAPPER: And anti-America protests spreading around the world. What's behind 
the attacks? Could more be on the way? Did the Obama administration do enough 
to prevent the violence? And with fewer than two months until Election Day, how 
will the crisis overseas impact the presidential election here at home? 

ROMNEY: An apology for America's values is never the right course. 

TAPPER: We'll get the very latest on the threat abroad and to the homeland from 
the U.S. ambassador to the United Nations, Susan Rice and from Christiane 
Amanpour, Martha Raddatz, and Brian Ross. 

Plus, full debate and analysis of the political fallout on our powerhouse roundtable, 
with George Will, Jonathan Karl, General Wesley Clark, Gwen Ifill of PBS, and 
Liz Cheney from Fox News. 

ANNOUNCER: From ABC News, "This Week" with George Stephanopoulos. It's 
your voice, your vote. Reporting from the Newseum in Washington, Jake Tapper. 

(END VIDEO CLIP) 

TAPPER: Hello again. George Stephanopoulos has the morning off 

We are now in the homestretch, just 5 1 days until the election, and our powerhouse 
roundtable is standing by to get to all the week's politics. But first, the crisis that 
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has the potential to shake up the presidential race, the murder of four Americans, 
including the U.S. ambassador, in Benghazi, Libya, on Tuesday, and the wave of 
anti- American protests and violence now sweeping the globe. 

For more on what happened and why, let's bring in the U.S. ambassador to the 
United Nations, Dr. Susan Rice. Dr. Rice, thank you for joining us. 

RICE: Good to be with you, Jake. 

TAPPER: So, first of all, what is the latest you can tell us on who these attackers 
were at the embassy or at the consulate in Benghazi? We're hearing that the 
Libyans have arrested people. They're saying that some people involved were from 
outside the country, that there might have even been A1 Qaida ties. What's the 
latest information? RICE: Well, Jake, first of all, it's important to know that there's 
an FBI investigation that has begun and will take some time to be completed. That 
will tell us with certainty what transpired. 

But our current best assessment, based on the information that we have at present, 
is that, in fact, what this began as, it was a spontaneous — not a premeditated - 
response to what had transpired in Cairo. In Cairo, as you know, a few hours 
earlier, there was a violent protest that was undertaken in reaction to this very 
offensive video that was disseminated. 

We believe that folks in Benghazi, a small number of people came to the embassy 
to - or to the consulate, rather, to replicate the sort of challenge that was posed in 
Cairo. And then as that unfolded, it seems to have been hijacked, let us say, by 
some individual clusters of extremists who came with heavier weapons, weapons 
that as you know in - in the wake of the revolution in Libya are - are quite 
common and accessible. And it then evolved from there. 

We'll wait to see exactly what the investigation finally confirms, but that's the best 
infonnation we have at present. 

TAPPER: Why was there such a security breakdown? Why was there not better 
security at the compound in Benghazi? Why were there not U.S. Marines at the 
embassy in Tripoli? 

RICE: Well, first of all, we had a substantial security presence with our 
personnel... 

TAPPER: Not substantial enough, though, right? 
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RICE: ... with our personnel and the consulate in Benghazi. Tragically, two of the 
four Americans who were killed were there providing security. That was their 
function. And indeed, there were many other colleagues who were doing the same 
with them. 

It obviously didn't prove sufficient to the — the nature of the attack and sufficient in 
that - in that moment. And that's why, obviously, we have reinforced our 
remaining presence in Tripoli and why the president has very - been very clear 
that in Libya and throughout the region we are going to call on the governments, 
first of all, to assume their responsibilities to protect our facilities and our 
personnel, and we're reinforcing our facilities and our — our embassies where 
possible... 

TAPPER: But why... 

RICE: ... and where needed. 

TAPPER: Why would we not have Marines at the embassy in Tripoli to begin 
with? It would seem like this - this is obviously an unstable country. This is a 
region where U.S. interests have been attacked in previous months. Why were 
there not Marines there to begin with? 

RICE: First of all, there are Marines in some places around the world. There are 
not Marines in every facility. That depends on the circumstances. That depends on 
the requirements. Our presence in Tripoli, as in Benghazi, is relatively new, as you 
will recall. We've been back post-revolution only for a matter of months. 

But I've visited there myself, both to Tripoli and Benghazi. I was very grateful to 
have a strong security presence with me as part of our - our embassy detachment 
there. So we certainly are aware that Libya is a place where there have been 
increasingly some violent incidents. The security personnel that the State 
Department thought were required were in place. And we'll see when the 
investigation unfolds whether what was — what transpired in Benghazi might have 
unfolded differently in different circumstances. 

But the president has been very clear. The protection of American personnel and 
facilities is and will remain our top priority. That's why we've reinforced our 
presence in Tripoli and elsewhere. 

TAPPER: Look at this map, if you would. There have been protests around the 
world over the last several days. And President Obama pledged to repair America's 
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relationships with the Muslim world. Why does the U.S. seem so impotent? And 
why is the U.S. even less popular today in some of these Muslim and Arab 
countries than it was four years ago? 

RICE: Jake, we're not impotent. We're not even less popular, to challenge that 
assessment. I don't know on what basis you make that judgment. But let me — let 
me point... 

TAPPER; It just seems that the U.S. government is powerless as this — as this 
maelstrom erupts. 

RICE: It's actually the opposite. First of all, let's be clear about what transpired 
here. What happened this week in Cairo, in Benghazi, in many other parts of the 
region... 

TAPPER: Tunisia, Khartoum... 

RICE: ... was a result — a direct result of a heinous and offensive video that was 
widely disseminated, that the U.S. government had nothing to do with, which we 
have made clear is reprehensible and disgusting. We have also been very clear in 
saying that there is no excuse for violence, there is - that we have condemned it in 
the strongest possible terms. 

But let's look at what's happened. It's quite the opposite of being impotent. We 
have worked with the governments in Egypt. President Obama picked up the phone 
and talked to President Morsi in Egypt. And as soon as he did that, the security 
provided to our personnel in our embassies dramatically increased. President 
Morsi... 

TAPPER: It took two days for President Morsi to say anything about this. 

RICE: President Morsi has been out repeatedly and said that he condemns this 
violence. He's called off -- and his people have called off any further 
demonstrations and have made very clear that this has to stop. 

TAPPER: Well, you bring up... 

RICE: Now, and - and same, frankly, in Tunisia, in Yemen, and, of course, in 
Libya, where the government has — has gone out of its way to try to step up 
security and express deepest remorse for what has happened. We are quite popular 
in Libya, as you might expect, having been a major partner in their revolution. 
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What transpired outside of our consulate in Benghazi was not an expression of 
deep-seated anti-Americanism on the part of the Libyan people. Quite the contrary. 
The counter-demonstrations, the outpouring of sympathy and support for 
Ambassador Stevens and for the United States, the government of Libya and - and 
the people on the street saying how pained they are by this, is much more a 
reflection of the sentiment towards the United States than a small handful of 
heavily armed mobsters. 

TAPPER: That certainly, according to polling, is the case in Libya. Not the case in 
Egypt. And since you brought up President Morsi, let me try to get some 
clarification on something. President Obama was asked about the relationship with 
Egypt on Wednesday, and this is what he said. 

(BEGfN VIDEO CLIP) 

OBAMA: 1 don't think that we would consider them an ally, but we don't consider 
them an enemy. They are a new government that is trying to find its way. 

(END VIDEO CLIP) 

TAPPER: The United States has sent billions of dollars of U.S. taxpayer money to 
Egypt over the last few decades. And by definition, as you know, according to the 
State Department, Egypt is a major non- NATO ally of the United States. Why 
would President Obama say Egypt is not an ally? 

RICE: Well, first of all, the president has been very clear and ~ and everybody 
understands that Egypt is a very critical partner of the United States, has long been 
so. That relationship remains the same, and the president wasn't signaling any 
change in - in the nature... 

TAPPER: Was he trying to nudge Morsi? 

RICE: The president wasn't signaling any change in the nature of our relationship. 
Obviously, the president had a conversation with President Morsi and a very 
productive one, in which he underscored that it's, of course, the responsibility of 
the Egyptian government as host to protect diplomatic personnel and facilities, 
including our own, and we saw that President Morsi, immediately after that, took 
dramatic steps to improve the security of our facilities in Cairo and elsewhere, and 
then went out and repeatedly made a number of very important and powerful 
statements condemning the violence and conveying the message that, however 
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hateful such a video may be, there is absolutely no justification for violence against 
the United States or other Western partners. 

So what we've seen is that the president has been incredibly calm, incredibly 
steady, and incredibly measured in his approach to this set of developments. And 
his interventions, his leadership has ensured that in Egypt, in Yemen, in Tunisia, in 
Libya, and many other parts of the world, that leaders have come out and made 
very plain that there's no excuse for this violence. We heard Prime Minister 
Erdogan of Turkey say the same, we heard the Grand Mufti in Saudi Arabia say 
the same’ that there's no excuse for violence, that violence is to be condemned, and 
that governments have a responsibility to protect United States personnel and 
facilities and those of all foreign diplomats. 

TAPPER: 1 know you have to go, but very quickly, was the president in that 
interview trying to nudge President Morsi, "Get your act together"? 

RJCE: No. I think that the president communicated directly with — with President 
Morsi and had the opportunity to - to underscore our expectation that Egypt will 
do what it can to protect our facilities. So that - that was conveyed very directly, 
and the results were immediate and quite satisfactory. 

TAPPER: Dr. Rice, thank you so much for coming here today and answering our 
questions. 

RICE: Good to be with you. 
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CBS- Face the Nation 


SCHIEFFER; And joining us now, Susan Rice, the U.N. ambassador — our U.N. 
ambassador. 

Madam Ambassador, he says that this is something that has been in the plarming 
stages for month. I understand you had been saying that you think it was 
spontaneous? Are we not on the same page here? 

RICE: Well, Bob, let me tell you what we understand to be the assessment at 
present. First of all, very importantly, as you discussed with the president, there is 
an investigation that the United States government will launch, led by the FBI that 
has begun. 

SCHIEFFER: But they are not there yet. 

RICE: They are not on the ground yet but they have already begun looking at all 
sorts of evidence of various sorts already available to them and to us. And they will 
get on the ground and continue the investigation. 

So we'll want to see the results of that investigation to draw any definitive 
conclusions. But based on the best information we have to date, what our 
assessment is as of the present is in fact what — it began spontaneously in Benghazi 
as a reaction to what had transpired some hours earlier in Cairo, where, of course, 
as you know, there was a violent protest outside of our embassy sparked by this 
hateful video. 

But soon after that spontaneous protest began outside of our consulate in Benghazi, 
we believe that it looks like extremist elements, individuals, joined in that effort 
with heavy weapons of the sort that are, unfortunately, readily now available in 
Libya post- revolution. And that it spun from there into something much, much 
more violent. 

SCHIEFFER: But you do not agree with him that this was something that had been 
plotted out several months ago? 

RICE: We do not — we do not have information at present that leads us to conclude 
that this was premeditated or preplanned. 
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SCHIEFFER: Do you agree or disagree with him that al Qaeda had some part in 
this? 

RICE: Well, we'll have to find out that out. I mean, I think it's clear that there were 
extremist elements that joined in and escalated the violence. Whether they were al 
Qaeda affiliates, whether they were Libyan-based extremists or al Qaeda itself I 
think is one of the things we'll have to determine. 

SCFIIEFFER: There seem to be demonstrations in more than 20 cities as far as we 
know yesterday. Is there any sense that this is leveling off? 

RICE: Well, on Friday, of course, I think that's what you're referring to, there were 
a number of places around the world in which there were protests, many of them 
peaceful, some of them turned violent. 

And our emphasis has been, and the president has been very, very clear about this, 
priority number one is protection of American personnel and facilities. And we 
have been working now very constructively with host governments around the 
world to provide the kind of protection we need and to condemn the violence. 

What happens going forward, 1 think, it would be unwise for any of us to predict 
with certainty. Clearly the last couple of days have seen a reduction in protests and 
a reduction in violence. I don't want to predict though what the next days will 
yield. 

SCHIEFFER; The Romney campaign continues to criticize the administration. 

Paul Ryan was on the campaign trail yesterday saying that the Obama 
administration has diminished America's presence overseas and our image, a direct 
quote: "If we project weakness, they come. If we are strong, our adversaries will 
not test us and our allies will respond to us." What's your response to that? 

RICE: It's two-fold. First of all. Bob, I think the American people expect in times 
of challenge overseas for our leaders to be unified and to come together and to be 
steadfast and steady and calm and responsible. And that certainly is what President 
Obama has been. 

With respect to what I think is a very empty and baseless charge of weakness, let's 
be plain, I mean, the American people know the record very well. President Obama 
said when he was running for president that he would refocus our efforts and 
attentions on al Qaeda. We've decimated al Qaeda. Osama bin Laden is gone. 
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He also said we would end the war in Iraq responsibly. We've done that. He has 
protected civilians in Libyans and Gadhafi is gone. 

1 serve up at the United Nations, and I see every day the difference in how 
countries around the world view the United States. They view us as a partner. They 
view us as somebody they want to work with. They view President Obama as 
somebody they trust. Our standing in the world is much stronger. So this charge of 
weakness is really quite baseless. 

SCHIEFFER: Do you think Mitt Romney spoke inappropriately when he criticized 
and issued a statement so early in this turmoil? 

RICE: Bob, I think you know, in my role. I'm not going to jump into politics and 
make those judgments. That's for the American people to decide. 

SCHIEFFER: Madam Ambassador, thank you for being with us. 

RICE: Thank you very much. 
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NBC- Meet the Press: Susan Rice, U.S. Ambassador to the UN 


GREGORY: And good morning. Relative calm this morning in the Middle East after several 
days of intense anti-American protests raged across many parts of the Islamic world. But word 
this morning that the Obama administration has the ordered evacuation of all but emergency 
personnel from diplomatic missions in Tunisia and Sudan and Defense Secretary Leon Panetta 
saying this morning the Pentagon has deployed forces to several areas in an increased effort to 
protect U.S. personnel and property from the potential of violent protests -- the latest 
consequences of course of this troubling unrest. 

Joining me now for the very latest, the U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations, Susan Rice. 
Ambassador Rice, welcome back to MEET THE PRESS. 

SUSAN RICE, U.S. AMBASSADOR TO THE UNITED NATIONS: Thank you. It’s good to be 
here. 

GREGORY: The images, as you well know are jarring to Americans watching all of this play out 
this week and we'll share the map of all of this turmoil with our viewers to show the scale of it 
across not just the Arab world but the entire Islamic world and flashpoints as well. 

In Egypt, of course, the protests outside the U.S. embassy there, that Egyptian officials were 
slow to put down. 

This weekend in Pakistan, protests as well there more anti- American rage. Also protests against 
the drone strike. 

In Yemen, you also had arrests and some deaths outside of our U.S. Embassy there. 

How much longer can Americans expect to see these troubling images and these protests go 
forward? 

RICE: Well, David, we can't predict with any certainty. But let's remember what has transpired 
over the last several days. This is a response to a hateful and offensive video that was widely 
disseminated throughout the Arab and Muslim world. 

Obviously, our view is that there is absolutely no excuse for violence and that what has happened 
is condemnable. But this is a spontaneous reaction to a video, and it's not dissimilar but perhaps 
on a slightly larger scale than what we have seen in the past with "the satanic verses" and with 
the cartoons of the Prophet Muhammad. 

Now the United States has made very clear and the President has been very plain that our top 
priority is the protection of American personnel in our facilities and bringing to justice those who 
attacked our facilities. 

(CROSSTALK) 
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GREGORY: All right, well let's talk about — you talked about this as spontaneous. Can you say 
definitively that the attacks on our consulate in Libya that killed Ambassador Stevens and others 
there security personnel that was spontaneous? Was it a planned attack? Was there a terrorist 
element to it? 

RICE: Well let us -- let me tell you the best information we have at present. First of all, there's an 
FBI investigation which is ongoing and we look to that investigation to give us the definitive 
word as to what transpired. But putting together the best information that we have available to us 
today, our current assessment is that what happened in Benghazi was, in fact, initially a 
spontaneous reaction to what had just transpired hours before in Cairo; almost a copycat of — of 
the demonstrations against our facility in Cairo, which were prompted, of course, by the video. 

What we think then transpired in Benghazi is that opportunistic extremist elements came to the 
consulate as this was unfolding. They came with heavy weapons, which unfortunately, are 
readily available in post-revolutionary Libya. And it escalated into a much more violent episode. 

Obviously, that's -- that's our best judgment now, We'll await the results of the investigation and 
the President has been very clear. We'll work with the Libyan authorities to bring those 
responsible to justice. 

GREGORY: Was there a failure here that this administration is responsible for, whether it's an 
intelligence failure, a failure to see this coming, or a failure to adequately protect U.S. embassies 
and installations from a spontaneous kind of reaction like this? 

RICE: David, I don't think so. First of all, we had no actionable intelligence to suggest that any 
attack on our facility in Benghazi was imminent. In Cairo, we did have indications that there was 
the risk that the video might spark some -- some protests and our embassy in fact, acted 
accordingly and had called upon the Egyptian authorities to reinforce our facility. 

What we have seen with respect to the security response, obviously, we had security personnel in 
Benghazi, a significant number and tragically among those four that were killed were two of our 
security personnel. But what happened, obviously, overwhelmed the security we had in place, 
which is why the President ordered additional reinforcements to Tripoli and why elsewhere in 
the world we have been working with governments to ensure they take up their obligations to 
protect us and we reinforce where necessary. 

GREGORY: The President and Secretary of State have talked about a mob mentality. That's my 
words, not their words, but they've talked about the tyranny of mobs operating in this part of the 
world. 

Here is the reality. If you look at foreign aid, U.S. direct foreign aid to the two countries involved 
here, in Libya and Egypt, this is what you'd see; $200 million since 201 1 to Libya, over $I 
billion a year to Egypt. 

And yet Americans are seeing these kinds of protests and attack on our own diplomats. What do 
you say to members of Congress who are now weighing whether to suspend our aid to these 
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counlries if this is the response that America gets? RICE: Well, first of all, David, let's put this in 
perspective. As I said, this is a response to a very offensive video. It's not the first time that 
American facilities have come under attack in the Middle East, going back to 1982 in Beirut, 
going back to the Cold War towers in Saudi Arabia or even the attack on our embassy in 2008 in 
Yemen. 

(CROSSTALK) 

GREGORY: Or Iran in 1979. 

RICE: This has -- this has happened in the past. But there are -- and so I don't think that - that 
we should misunderstand what this is. The reason we provide aid in Egypt and in Libya is 
because it serves American interests. Because -- 

(CROSSTALK) 

GREGORY: But our Americans are not being served if this is the response. 

RICE; It serves our interests to have Egypt willing and able to — to maintain its peace treaty with 
Israel, it serves our interest for Egypt to continue to be a strong partner. Now, let's be clear, the 
government -- once President Obama called President Morsi, immediately in Egypt, the security 
forces came out and have provided very significant protection. 

Same in Tunisia, same in Libya, same in Yemen and all of these leaders have very forcefully 
conveyed their condemnation of what has transpired. 

(CROSSTALK) 

GREGORY: But there were conflicting messages from the Morsi government. In Arabic, they 
encourage protest; in English they said stop the protest. This from an ally that we give over a 
billion dollars? 

RICE: What has happened in fact, is that the Egyptian government has come out and protected 
our facilities. Our embassy is open today. Things are calm. And Morsi has repeatedly been clear 
in his condemnation of what has occurred. We -- we are in these partnerships, David, over the 
long-term. We think that despite this very bumpy path we're on and the very disturbing images 
we've seen, it's in the United States fundamental interest that people have the ability to choose 
their own governments, that these governments be democratic and free. 

That's in our long-term best interest. We need to reinforce that with our assistance. 

(CROSSTALK) 

GREGORY; You that this is — we are in the middle of a heated presidential campaign. There are 
different foreign policy visions. That's why we wanted to dedicate the hour to this today to really 
understand these different views. 
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Mitt Romney spoke out this week. He criticized the administration, talked about whether the 
United States was apologizing for some of the initial response to this. These were his comments 
this week. 

(BEGIN VIDEO CLIP) 

ROMNEY : The administration was wrong to stand by a statement sympathizing with those who 
had breached our embassy in Egypt instead of condemning their actions. I think it's a -- a -- a 
terrible course to - for America to -- to stand in apology for our values. 

(END VIDEO CLIP) 

GREGORY: Our embassies did not stand up for free speech in this initial response to this 
violence. And the Republican charge is that it's weakness on the part of this administration that 
invites this kind of chaos that the administration has not been tough enough on radical extremists 
that are beginning to take root in these countries. How do you respond to that? 

RICE: First of all, I think the American people and certainly our diplomats and development 
experts who are putting their lives on the line around the world everyday expect from our 
leadership unity in times of challenge. And strong, steady, steadfast leadership of the sort that 
President Obama has been providing. 

With respect to this, I think, vacuous charge of weakness, let’s - let's recall. I think the American 
people fully understand that this is an administration led by a president who said when he ran for 
office that he would take the fight to al Qaeda. We have decimated al Qaeda. Osama bin Laden is 
dead. He said we would end the war responsibly in Iraq. We've done that. He has restored 
relationships around the world. 

I spend every day up at the United Nations where I have to interact with 1 92 other countries. I 
know how well the United States is viewed. I know that our standing is much improved. And it's 
translated into important support for strong American positions, for example -- 

(CROSSTALK) 

GREGORY: Was it inappropriate for Governor Romney to level the criticism he leveled? 

RICE: I'm not going to get into politics, David. That's not my role in this job. But I think the 
American people welcome and appreciate strong, steady, unified leadership, bipartisan, in times 
of challenge. And for those men and women in our diplomatic service, including those we 
tragically lost, they look to our leadership to be unified and responsible. 

GREGORY: Let's talk about another area where the administration is on the defensive in terms 
of leadership in the world and that is the nuclear threat from Iran, another area of tension 
between the United States and Israel. In just a couple of minutes, we will show our interview 
with the Prime Minister of Israel, Benjamin Netanyahu. And our viewer will see that. 
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One aspect is how close Iran is getting to becoming a nuclear power. I asked him about that, I 
want to show you a piece of the interview and get your reaction to it. 

(BEGIN VIDEO CLIP) 

NETANYAHU: I can tell you, David, that Iran has been placed with some clear red lines on a 
few matters and they've avoided crossing them. So I think that as they get closer and closer and 
closer to the achievement of weapons-grade material, and they are very close, they are six 
months away from being about 90 percent of having the enriched uranium for an atom bomb, I 
think that you have to place that red line before them now, before it's — it's too late. 

GREGORY: As the Prime Minister of Israel, has Iran crossed your red line? 

NETANYAHU: Well, the way I would say it, David, is they are in the red zone. You know, they 
are in the last 20 yards. And you can't let them cross that goal line. You can't let them score a 
touchdown, because that would have unbelievable consequences, grievous consequences, for the 
peace and security of us all -- of the world really. 

(END VIDEO CLIP) 

GREGORY: What is President Obama's line in the sand, the point at which he says to Iran don't 
cross this with your nuclear program or there’s going to be a military consequence? 

RICE: David, the President has been very, very clear. Our bottom line, if you want to call it a red 
line, the President's bottom line has been that Iran will not acquire a nuclear weapon. And we 
will take no option off the table to ensure that it does not acquire a nuclear weapon, including the 
military option. 

(CROSSTALK) 

GREGORY: The Prime Minister says they are acquiring it. 

(CROSSTALK) 

RICE: But - he is talking about a red zone in which in this concept — 

(CROSSTALK) 

GREGORY : No, no but he's talking about how close they are to actually becoming a nuclear 
power. Having the development capacity to become a nuclear power. 

RICE: They are not there yet. They are not there yet and our assessment is and we share this 
regularly with our Israeli counterparts in the intelligence and defense community, that there is 
time and space for the pressure we are mounting, which is unprecedented in terms of sanctions, 
to still yield results. This is not imminent. The window is not infinite. 
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But let's be clear. The sanctions that are now in place reached their high point in July. The 
Iranian economy is suffering. It's shrinking for the first time. Negative one percent growth. The 
amount of production of Iranian oil has dropped 40 percent over the last several months. Their 
currency has plummeted 40 percent over the last several months. This pressure is even to use the 
Iranian's own words "crippling". 

(CROSSTALK) 

GREGORY: But can you say that President Obama's strategy to keep Iran from acquiring a 
nuclear weapon almost at the end of his first term is succeeding or failing? 

RICE: David, what is clear is Iran does not have a nuclear weapon. And that Iran is more isolated 
than ever internationally. The economic pressure it is facing is much greater than ever. When 
President Obama came to office, the international community was divided about Iran. And Iran 
was internally very united. The exact opposite is the case today. 

The international community is united. We just had another strong resolution out of the IAEA 
board of governors. And the internal dynamics in Iran are fracturing and the leadership is 
dividing. 

We are committed, and President Obama is committed, to preventing Iran from acquiring a 
nuclear weapon. It is not a policy of containment. 

But, David, the most difficult and profound decision that any president has to make is the 
decision to go to war. And this President is committed to exhausting pressure, economic 
pressure, and diplomacy, while there is still time, before making a decision of such consequence. 

GREGORY: Ambassador Rice, the debate continues. Thank you very much for your views this 
morning. 

RICE: Thank you. 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 



■T RFNr,HA7l mMMITTFF 


-17- 


FOX News- Sunday 

WALLACE: And hello again from FOX News in Washington. 

We'll talk with Ambassador Rice and Chairman Rogers in a moment. But, first, 
here is the latest on the situation overseas: 

Protesters have attacked U.S. targets in more than 20 nations. Citing concerns over 
security, the State Department ordered all nonessential U.S. government personnel 
to leave Sudan and Tunisia. And in Benghazi, Libya, there are reports of more 
arrests in the attack that killed four Americans, including Ambassador Chris 
Stevens. 

For more on the continuing unrest, let's bring in correspondent Leland Vittert, who 
is in Cairo, Egypt — Leland. 

(BEGIN VIDEOTAPE) 

LELAND VITTERT. FOX NEWS CORRESPONDENT: In cities across the 
Middle East, there is now a tense calm that has taken over here in Cairo. Hundreds 
if not thousands of riot police ready on standby in case violence breaks out, once 
again. For four days, it was a pitched fight between protesters on the street 
throwing Molotov cocktails and hurling rocks and then police firing back with 
rubber bullets and tear gas. 

The protesters carrying posters of Osama bin Laden and chanting, "Obama, 
Obama, we are all Osama." 

In Tunis, Tunisia, U.S. citizens have been advised to evacuate the country and/or 
not travel to Tunisia after violence swept there that killed four people when 
protesters stormed the U.S. embassy. 

The government of Sudan, we're hearing, has denied entry to a Marine Special 
Operations team that was deemed sent to secure the U.S. embassy after a local 
sheikh called for mass protests in that country which resulted in thousands 
stomiing the embassy and security forces opening fire to try and push back the 
protesters. 

A1 Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula has issued a communique urging more attacks. 
And here in Cairo, local media reports, there was a credible threat against the U.S. 
embassy here. Security is at an unprecedented level, with 15-foot tall concrete 
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barriers erected on every one of the entranceways down to the U.S, embassy 
compound. We took a walk around earlier and outside the barricades, the protesters 
made their message clear, spray-painted in English "USA go to hell.” 

Chris, back to you. 

(END VIDEOTAPE) 

WALLACE: Leland Vittert reporting from Cairo - Leland, thanks for that. 

Joining us now our ambassador to the United Nations, Susan Rice. 

Ambassador, welcome back to FOX NEWS SUNDAY. 

RICE: Thank you. 

WALLACE: This week, there have been anti-American protests in two dozen 
countries across the Islamic world. The White House says it has nothing to do with 
the president's policies. 

Let's watch. 

(BEGIN VIDEO CLIP) 

JAY CARNEY, WHITE HOUSE PRESS SECRETARY; This is not a case of 
protests directed at the United States writ large or at U.S. policy. This is in 
response to a video that is offensive. 

(END VIDEO CLIP) 

WALLACE: You don't really believe that? 

RJCE: Chris, absolutely I believe that. In fact, it is the case. We had the evolution 
of the Arab spring over the last many months. But what sparked the recent violence 
was the airing on the Internet of a very hateful very offensive video that has 
offended many people around the world. 

Now, our strong view is that there is no excuse for violence. It is absolutely 
reprehensible and never justified. But, in fact, there have been those in various 
parts of the world who have reacted with violence. Their governments have 
increasingly and effectively responded and protected our facilities and condemned 
the violence and this outrageous response to what is an offensive video. But there 
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is no question that what we have seen in the past, with things like satanic verses, 
with the cartoon of the Prophet Muhammad, there have been - such things that 
have sparked outrage and anger and this has been the proximate cause of what 
we've seen. 

WALLACE: Now, it may have sparked it but you critics say that the outpouring of 
outrage against the U.S. has everything to do with the U.S. policies, that we are 
disengaging from that part of the world, that we pulled out of Iraq, we are pulling 
out of Afghanistan, that Iran is continuing on with its nuclear program. And they 
say, our critics, that our allies no longer trust us, and our enemies no longer fear us. 

RICE: Well, Chris, that's just false. And let's be plain - our partners and allies 
have responded effectively and promptly when we have asked them to protect our 
facilities and our people. 

WALLACE: Well, let's - it took three days in Cairo. 

RICE: Well - and what happened initially in Cairo was not sufficiently robust 
when President Obama picked up the phone and spoke to the President Morsi, right 
away things changed. And that's an evidence of our influence and our impact. 

And what happened was that the authorities in Egypt have been very robust in 
protecting our facilities, not just in Cairo, but elsewhere in the country. President 
Morsi has issued repeated condemnations of the violent response and called for 
calm. And we have seen the same thing in Yemen, in Libya, in Tunisia and many 
other parts of the world. 

WALLACE: Why are we asking all nongovernmental persoimel to leave Sudan 
and Tunisia? 

RICE: Well, first of all, we're not asking all non-governmental personnel. 
WALLACE: All non-essential governmental personnel. 

RICE: What we have done on a selective basis, where we assess that the security 
conditions necessitate is to temporarily have family members and non-essential 
personnel depart the country. That's something we do all over the world when 
security circumstances warrant. It's short-term, it's temporary and it's prudent. 

And we do it, Chris, because we obviously prioritize. The president has been very 
clear his number one priority is the protection of American personnel and facilities. 
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WALLACE: So do you think we're turning the comer here? 

RICE: Well, Chris, I think, first Of all, we have seen in the past outrage and 
unfortunately violent outrage which is condemiiable and never justified. It may, 
indeed, occur in other circumstances. There is no predicting exactly what the 
trajectory of this is. Obviously, the last couple of days have been some what better. 
But we are vigilant and we are of the view that is not an expression of hospitality 
in the broadest sense towards the United States or U.S. policy. It's approximately a 
reaction to this video and it's a hateful video that had nothing to do with the United 
States and which we find disgusting and reprehensible. 

WALLACE: You talk about our influence and impact in the region. Our closest 
ally in the region, Israel, clearly doesn't feel that we are supporting them when it 
comes to confronting Iran. In fact, this past week. Prime Minister Netanyahu 
blasted the U.S. for its failure to set the same red lines as he has in terms of 
stopping Iran's nuclear program. 

Let's watch what the prime minister said. 

(BEGIN VIDEO CLIP) 

BENIAMIN NETANYAHU, ISRAELI PRIME MINISTER: The world tells 
Israel, wait, there is still time. And I say, wait for what? Wait until when? 

Those in the international community who refuse to put red lines before Iran don't 
have a moral right to place a red line in lerusalem. 

(END VIDEO CLIP) 

WALLACE: And when Netanyahu requested a meeting the president, said he was 
too busy to meet with him. 

RICE: Let me address - 

WALLACE: Let me ask a question, if 1 may. 

RICE: I thought you had. I'm sorry. 

WALLACE: Well, no, I haven't. They'll be a question mark at the end. 

Is that how we treat our best friend in the region? 
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RICE: Well, let me answer that question in three parts. First of all, the overall 
relationship with Israel. As Prime Minister Netanyahu and Defense Minister Barak 
have repeatedly said, the intelligence and security relationship between the United 
States and Israel at present is unprecedented. It has never been stronger. That's — 
those are their words. 

So, that's the overall nature of our relationship, very strong - stronger than ever. 

Secondly, with respect to Iran. The United States, President Obama has been 
absolutely crystal clear that the United States will not allow Iran to acquire a 
nuclear weapon and we will do what it takes to prevent that from happening. All 
options remain on the table. The president has been very clear about that and that 
includes the military option. This is not a policy of containment, Chris. As the 
president has repeatedly said, it's a policy to prevent Iran from acquiring a nuclear 
weapon. That is the bottom line or as the prime minister prefers to call it, a red 
line. That's the bottom line. 

Now, we have also said and I think we are in constant communication with Israeli 
security and intelligence and policy officials that we still think that there is team 
through economic pressure which is unprecedented as well. Iran's economy is now 
shrinking by I percent a year. Its oil production is down 40 percent. Its currency 
has plummeted 40 percent just in the last several months as sanctions have gone 
into fullest effect. 

We think there is still time and space for that pressure to yield a result. The bottom 
line, Chris, is the only way to permanently end Iran's nuclear program is if it 
decides to give that program up. 

RICE: Now, the most solemn decision that a president can ever take is a decision 
to go to war. And President Obama's view is we will do what it takes it. But before 
we resort to the use of force, let us be sure we have exhausted other means 
including sanctions, pressure and diplomacy to ensure that Iran fully and finally 
gives up its nuclear weapons. 

WALLACE: Let's talk In the time we have left about the - 
RICE: You asked about the visit — 

WALLACE: We have limited time. I'm happy - if you want to go along. I'm 
happy to as well. 
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RICE: I don't want to leave that hanging. That was the third point I wanted to 
address. 

As you know, the president is coming up to the General Assembly in New York at 
the United Nations. He'll be there in the beginning of the week, Monday and 
Tuesday. Prime Minister Netanyahu is coming toward the end of the week. Their 
schedules don't match. There is no opportunity for them to meet in the U.S. 

WALLACE: The prime minister would be willing I'm sure to go. And in fact there 
are suggestions from the Israelis to go to Washington. 

RICE: Well, the prime minister hasn't asked for a meeting in Washington, Chris. 
(CROSSTALK) 

WALLACE: If you watched what he just said, he said that countries that don't set 
red lines don't have the moral authority to put red lines on Israel. That doesn't 
sound like a happy ally. Ambassador. 

RICE: Well, first of all, we are close partners and friends and always will be. That 
is an enduring aspect of the U.S.-Israeli relationship. 

WALLACE: Why did the president call Prime Minister Netanyahu in the middle 
of the night and talk for an hour? 

RICE: Precisely because they are friends, and when friends need to say something 
to each other, they pick up the phone and talk and they talked for an hour. It was a 
good conversation and it's in the nature of our relationship that these two partners 
speak to one another regularly. 

We have no daylight between us on the issue of preventing Iran from acquiring a 
nuclear weapon. That is our clear bottom line and the president could not be any 
plainer about it, 

WALLACE: Let's talk about the attack on the U.S, consulate in Benghazi this 
week that killed four Americans, including Ambassador Chris Stevens. 

The top Libyan official says that the attack on Tuesday was, quote, his words 
"preplanned". A1 Qaeda says the operation was revenge for our killing a top al 
Qaeda leader. 
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What do we know? 

RICE: Well, first of all, Chris, we are obviously investigating this very closely. 

The FBI has a lead in this investigation. The information, the best information and 
the best assessment we have today is that in fact this was not a preplanned, 
premeditated attack. That what happened initially was that it was a spontaneous 
reaction to what had just transpired in Cairo as a consequence of the video. People 
gathered outside the embassy and then it grew very violent and those with 
extremist ties joined the fray and came with heavy weapons, which unfortunately 
are quite common in post-revolutionary Libya and that then spun out of control. 

But we don't see at this point signs this was a coordinated plan, premeditated 
attack. Obviously, we will wait for the results of the investigation and we don't 
want to jump to conclusions before then. But I do think it's important for the 
American people to know our best current assessment. 

WALLACE: All right. And the last question, terror cells in Benghazi had carried 
out five attacks since April, including one at the same consulate, a bombing at the 
same consulate in June. Should U.S. security have been tighter at that consulate 
given the history of terror activity in Benghazi? 

RICE; Well, we obviously did have a strong security presence. And, unfortunately, 
two of the four Americans who died in Benghazi were there to provide security. 
But it wasn't sufficient in the circumstances to prevent the oveiTun of the consulate. 
This is among the things that will be looked at as the investigation unfolds and it's 
also why — 

WALLACE: Is there any feeling that it should have been stronger beforehand? 

RICE: It's also why we increased our presence, our security presence in Tripoli in 
the aftermath of this, as well as in other parts of the world. I can't judge that, Chris. 
I'm - we have to see what the assessment reveals. 

But, obviously, there was a significant security presence defending our consulate 
and our other facility in Benghazi and that did not prove sufficient to the moment. 

WALLACE: Ambassador Rice, we thank you so much for coming in today and 
discussing the fast-moving developments in that part of the world. Thanks so 
much. 

RICE; Thank you for having me. 
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WALLACE: Up next, the head of the House Intelligence Committee, Mike 
Rogers, with the latest on who was behind that deadly attack on our diplomats. 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


424 


MHiiMiiiiiMiiii 

-25- 


CNN- State of the Union 

(COMMERCIAL BREAK) 

CROWLEY: In his second inaugural address. President Bush said the U.S. would 
seek out and promote democracy around the globe. 

(BEGIN VIDEO CLIP) 

GEORGE W. BUSH, 43RD PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES: The 
survival of liberty in our land increasingly depends on the success of liberty in 
other lands. (APPLAUSE) 

BUSH: The best hope for peace in our world is the expansion of freedom in all the 
world. 

(END VIDEO CLIP) 

CROWLEY: In Cairo, four years later. President Obama reached out the Muslim 
world with a new version of the same idea. 

(BEGIN VIDEO CLIP) 

BARACK OBAMA, PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES: I know there has 
been controversy about the promotion of democracy in recent years. And much of 
this controversy is connected to the war in Iraq. So let me be clear, no system of 
government can or should be imposed by one nation, by any other. 

That does not lessen my commitment, however, to governments that reflect the 
will of the people. 

(END VIDEO CLIP) 

CROWLEY : And then early last year uprisings on the Arab streets toppled 
longstanding autocratic regimes in Tunisia, Egypt, and Libya with the explicit yet 
sometimes delayed support of the West. 

This week in at least 23 countries around the world the people returned to the 
streets to protest, sometimes violently, sometimes not, outside U.S. embassies. 
How, why, and what turned the Arab Spring into this autumn rage against the 
West. U.S. Ambassador to the U.N. Susan Rice is next. 
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(COMMERCIAL BREAK) 

CROWLEY: Joining me is the U.S. ambassador to the United Nations, Susan Rice. 
Madam Ambassador, thank you for joining us. 

RICE: Good to be with you. Candy. 

CROWLEY : One of the things when I spoke with the Israeli prime minister that 
struck me was the conviction that he has that for certain Iran is building - on its 
way to building a nuclear weapon, and his sense of urgency that at this moment the 
U.S. needs to set what he calls a "red line" for the U.S. 

Does the U.S. share the conviction that Iran is, indeed, building a nuclear weapon? 
And, B, what about the concept of a red line? 

RICE: Well, Candy, the United States is in constant communication with Israel and 
Israeli intelligence, Israeli policy makers, the military. We're sharing our 
assessments every day. And our assessments, our intelligence assessments are very 
similar. Obviously, we share a grave concern about Iran pursuing a nuclear 
weapon. We are determined to prevent that from happening. President Obama has 
been absolutely clear, and on this there's absolutely no daylight between the United 
States and Israel that we will do what it takes to prevent Iran from acquiring a 
nuclear weapon. 

We are not at that stage yet. They do not have a nuclear weapon. Our shared 
intelligence assessments is that there is still a considerable time and space before 
they will have a nuclear weapon should they make the decision to go for that. But 
we've been very clear. The United States is not interested and is not pursuing a 
policy of containment. President Obama has been very plain. We will keep all 
option on the table, including the military option, as necessary, to prevent Iran 
from acquiring a nuclear weapon. 

But, Candy, the fact is we have just seen the imposition of another layer of the 
toughest sanctions that have ever been impose odd a country. In this case, Iran. 
Their economy is beginning to buckle. Their oil production is down 40 percent. 
Their currency has plummeted 40 percent in the last year. Their economy is now 
shrinking. And this is only going to intensify. 
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So we think that there's still considerable time for this pressure to work. But this is 
not an infinite window. And we've made very clear that the president's bottom line 
is Iran will not have a nuclear weapon. 

CROWLEY: Let me move you to what's gone on in the Middle East in Arab 
countries and elsewhere. There is a "New York Times" story this morning that 
suggests that the administration thinks this is a foreshadowing of a fall that will see 
sustained instability. Does the administration expect to see these sorts of protests 
outside U.S. embassies and elsewhere throughout the fall? 

RICE: Well, Candy, first of all, let's recall what has happened in the last several 
days. There was a hateful video that was disseminated on the internet. It had 
nothing to do with the United States government and it's one that we find 
disgusting and reprehensible. It's been offensive to many, many people around the 
world. 

That sparked violence in various parts of the world, including violence directed 
against western facilities including our embassies and consulates. That violence is 
absolutely unacceptable, it's not a response that one can ever condone when it 
comes to such a video. And we have been working very closely and, indeed, 
effectively with the governments in the region and around the world to secure our 
personnel, secure our embassy, condemn the violent response to this video. 

And, frankly, we've seen these sorts of incidents in the past. We've seen violent 
responses to "Satanic Verses." We've seen violent responses to the cartoons 
depicting the Prophet Mohammed in an evil way. So this is something we've seen 
in the past, and we expect that it's possibie that these kinds of things could 
percolate into the future. What we're focused on is securing our persotmel, securing 
our facilities. 

CROWLEY: Do you at this moment feel that U.S. embassies abroad are secure? 

RICE: We are doing our utmost to secure our facilities and our personnel and in 
various vulnerable places. We have demanded and we are receiving the 
cooperation of host governments. Host governments have also put out very strong 
messages in Libya, in Egypt, in Yemen and Tunisia condemning violence, saying 
that it's a completely unacceptable response to such a video. And we feel that we 
are now in a position doing the maximum that we can to protect our people. 

CROWLEY: Why would one not look at what is going on in the Middle East now 
and say that the president's outreach to Muslims, which began at the beginning of 
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his administration in Cairo and elsewhere has not worked because, yes, this video 
sparked it, but there is an underlying anti-Americanism that is very evident on the 
streets. So Why not look at it and think that this is this outreach has failed? 

RICE: For the same reason. Candy, when you look back at history and we had the 
horrible experience of our facilities and our personnel being attacked Beirut in 
1981, we had the attack on Khobar Towers in the 1990s, We had an attack on our 
embassy in Yemen in 2008. There have been such attacks. There have been 
expressions of hostility towards the west. 

CROWLEY : But this was sort of a reset, was it not? It was supposed to be a reset 
of U.S.-Muslim relations? 

RICE: And indeed, in fact, there had been substantial improvements. I have been 
to Libya and walked the streets of Benghazi myself. And despite what we saw in 
that horrific incident where some mob was hijacked ultimately by a handful of 
extremists, the United States is extremely popular in Libya and the outpouring of 
sympathy and support for Ambassador Stevens and his colleagues from the 
government, from people is evidence of that. 

The fact is. Candy, that this is a turbulent time. It's a time of dramatic change. It's a 
change that the United States has backed because we understand that when 
democracy takes root, when human rights and people's freedom of expression can 
be manifested, it may lead to turbulence in the short-term, but over the long-term, 
that is in the interest of the United States, 

The mobs we've seen on the outside of these embassies are small minority. They're 
the ones who have largely lost in these emerging democratic processes, and just as 
the people of these countries are not going to allow their lives to be hijacked by a 
dictator, they're not going to allow an extremist mob to hijack their future and their 
freedom,. And we're going to continue to stand with the vast majority of the 
populations in these countries. 

They want freedom. They want a better future. And understand that we're with 
them in that long-term endeavor. 

CROWLEY: All right. U.S. ambassador to the U.N., Susan Rice. I got to let you 
go here. 

RICE: Thank you. Thank you very much. 
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Ms. Betz . This is a tnanscnibed interview of Ambassador 

conducted by the House Select Committee on Benghazi. This 
interview is being conducted voluntarily as part of the committee's 
investigation into the attacks on U.S. diplomatic facilities in 
Benghazi^ Libya^ and related matters pursuant to House Resolution 567 
of the 113th Congress and House Resolution 5 of the 114th Congress. 

Would the witness please state his name for the record? 

Mr. 

Ms. Betz . The committee appreciates your appearance at this 
interview today. My name is Kim Betz with the committee's majority 
staff, and I'll ask everyone else in the room, and we can go around 
the table, to introduce themselves as well. So as I said, I'm Kim Betz 
with the majority. 

Ms. lackson. And I'm Sharon lackson, also with the majority 
staff. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I'm Susan Sachsman Grooms with the 
minority. 

Mr. Kenny. Peter Kenny, minority staff. 

Ms. O'Brien. Erin O'Brien with the minority. 

Mr. Snyder. Eric Snyder, State Department. 

Ms. Welcher . Alison Welcher, State Department. 

Ms. Betz . Before we begin, I'd like to go over the rules that 
will guide our discussion this morning and explain how the interview 
will proceed. Generally, the way the questioning has worked is that 
a member from the majority will ask questions for up to an hour and 
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then the minority will have an opportunity to ask questions for an equal 
period of time if they choose. Questions may only be asked by a member 
of the committee or designated staff. We will rotate back and forthj 
1 hour per side, until we are out of questions and the interview will 
be over. 

Unlike a testimony or a deposition in Federal court, the committee 
format is not bound by the rules of evidence. The witness or their 
counsel may raise objections for privilege subject to review by the 
chairman of the committee. If these objections cannot be resolved in 
the interview, the witness can be required to return for a deposition 
or hearing. 

Members and staff of the committee, however, are not permitted 
to raise objections when the other side is asking questions. This has 
not been an issue we encountered in the past, but I wanted to make sure 
that you were clear on the process. 

This session is to begin in unclassified, and I don't anticipate 
that we will move out of an unclassified session. However, if any 
question calls for a classified answer, please let us know and then 
we can accommodate that answer. 

You are welcome to confer with counsel at any time throughout the 
interview, but if something needs to be clarified, we ask that you make 
this known. If you need to discuss anything with your counsel, we will 
go off the record and stop the clock to provide you with the opportunity. 

Mr. Okay. 

Ms. Betz. We'd like to take a break whenever is convenient for 
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you. This can be after every hour of questioning j after a couple 
rounds j whatever you prefer. During a round of questioningj if you 
need anything^ a glass of waterj to step outj confer with your counsel^ 
please let us know and we ' 11 go off the record and stop the clock . We'd 
like to make this process as easy and comfortable as possible. 

As you can see, an official reporter is taking down everything 
you say to make a written record. So we ask that you gave verbal 
responses to all questions, yes, no, as opposed to nods of the head. 



Ms. Betz . I'm going to ask the reporter to please feel free to 
jump in in case you do respond nonverbally. Do you understand that? 



Ms. Betz . Also, we should both try not to talk over each other, 
so it's easier to get a clearer record. We want you to answer our 
questions in the most complete and truthful manner possible, so we will 
take our time and repeat or clarify our questions if necessary. If 
you have any questions or if you do not understand any of our questions, 
please let us know. We'll be happy to clarify or repeat in such a way 
that you can answer. 

If you honestly don't know the answer to a question or do not 
remember, it's best not to guess. Please give us your best 
recollection. And if there are things you do not know or can't 
remember, just say so, and please inform us who, to the best of your 
knowledge, may be able to provide a more complete answer to the 
question . 
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You ane nequined to answer questions from Congress truthfully. 
Do you understand that? 

Mr. Yes, I do. 

Ms. Betz. This also applies to questions posed by congressional 
staff in an interview. Do you understand this? 

Mr. Yes, I do. 

Ms. Betz . Witnesses that knowingly provide false testimony 
could be subject to criminal prosecution for perjury or making false 
statements. Do you understand this? 

Mr. Yes, I do. 

Ms. Betz . Is there any reason that you are unable to provide 
truthful answers to today's questions? 

Mr. No, there is no reason. 

Ms. Betz . Okay. That's the end of my preamble. 

Does the minority have anything to add? 

Mr. Kenny. lust like to thank the witness for coming here. 

Ambassador, appreciate your willingness to come in here 
voluntarily today. Thank you, and we look forward to your testimony. 

Ms. Betz. And I'd like to echo those sentiments. We appreciate 
you taking the time to come here today. 

Mr. Certainly. 

Ms. Betz . So the clock now reads 10:09, and we'll start with our 
first hour of questioning. 

EXAMINATION 


BY MS. BETZ: 
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Q Can you just talk to us a little bit about youn background 
and how long you were with the Bureau of Diplomatic Security. 

A Yes. I've been with the U.S. Department of State j 
September of this year would be my 29th year at the U.S. Department 
of State. The majority of that time, 27-1/2 years of that has been 
with the Bureau of Diplomatic Security . I joined in 1984 --I'm sorry, 
1987 -- and my first assignment was at the Washington field office. 

And after the Washington field office, I went overseas to serve 
as an assistant regional security officer at the Embassy in Cairo, 
Egypt, from 1989 to 1991. 1991, I came back to the United States to 

serve on the Secretary of State's protective detail for three different 
secretaries of state. Baker, Eagleburger, and Christopher. 

In 1994, I took my next assignment, with the Criminal 
Investigative Liaison Division. I did that for 2 years. In 1996 went 
back overseas to serve as the regional security officer in Rangoon, 
Burma, until 1999. 2000 was 1 year of language --or 1999 to 

2000 -- and returned back to Cairo as a deputy regional security officer 
in 2000 through 2004. 

In 2004, I transferred to Tokyo, lapan, to serve as the regional 
security officer there until 2007. 2007, I returned to the U.S. to 

assume the position as the office director of the Physical Security 
Programs, until 2009. 2009, assumed the responsibility of deputy 

assistant secretary of countermeasures until 2014. 

After a period of waiting for my confirmation, I was confirmed 
as the director of the Office of Foreign Missions with the title of 
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ambassador, which I assumed Dune, Duly of 2015. 

Q Congratulations. 

A Thank you. 

Q So can you describe for us, when you served as the DAS for 
countermeasures, what were some of your responsibilities. 

A As the DAS for countermeasures, I was responsible for all 
the physical and technical security requirements for all of our U.S. 
diplomatic missions, both domestic and overseas. Overseas, that's 
about 280, 285 locations, and domestically there's about 400 
facilities. And then, in addition to the physical security and 
technical security responsibilities, I also had responsibility for the 
Diplomatic Courier Service. 

Q So who then under your auspices would report to you? Do 
you recall? So the different divisions and offices. 

A Yes. So the Office of Physical Security Programs, the 
office director of Physical Security Programs, the office director for 
Security Technology, and the office director for the Diplomatic Courier 
Service . 

Q Okay. And with regard to other DAS's, for example, the DAS 
of IP, Charlene Lamb, were you coordinating with them? How was your 
interaction with them? Did you interact with them on a daily basis? 
Weekly? Monthly? How did you coordinate your respective 
responsibilities? 

A There was daily interaction with directorates depending on 
what issues were going on. International programs, if it was 
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internationally focused^ there was a lot of coordination and 
communication that went back and forth between the Office of 
Countermeasures -- the director of countermeasure and the director of 
international programs. 

Q What decisions would sort of be at your level? What 
decisions would rise to the PDAS and then ultimately tOj you knowj the 
assistant secretary? Can you talk about that hierarchy a little bit? 

A Most of the decisions at my level would have been on issues 
that had not been worked out among the office directors or the regional 
directors from other directorates. Or in certain circumstances, 
memorandum, information memorandums would come from me to my superiors 
to the assistant secretary. And also for things such as exceptions 
and waivers, they would be originated within my office to then go up 
to the deputy secretary or assistant secretary or the secretary for 
approval . 

Q How often would you then interact with the assistant 
secretary or -- and for that matter, the under secretary? What were 
your interactions like? 

A For the assistant secretary, there was a weekly meeting 
where he would meet with his senior officers. So there was at least 
a weekly meeting. And then depending on an issue and the severity or 
significance of the issue, if it required his direct involvement, he 
would always consult with the particular directorates that had the 
responsibilities for whatever that issue might be. 

Q And did those weekly meetings change? I mean, were those 



438 


10 

pnetty typical for Libya dealing with those issues regarding Libya, 
both Tripoli and Benghazi? 

A Yes . 

Q Would you see an increase in weekly meetings or daily 
meetings, given the issues there? 

A Well, on a daily basis, there was a video conference with 
the Diplomatic Security seniors. That conference was generally led 
on the Diplomatic Security senior side by the PDAS or director, and 
on the other end of the screen would be the assistant secretary. Those 
were done daily at about 8 o'clock in the morning. 

And during those, there would be a brief on the situation in the 
world. And so depending on what's going on in the world, those would 
be the major topics. That brief was chaired by the principal deputy 
assistant secretary or the director of diplomatic security. The 
Intelligence, Threat Analysis Division would be the ones who would be 
conducting the lead and going over the information when activities had 
transpired the day before or were of that significance that it needed 
to be discussed first thing in the morning. 

Q And you participated in those VTCs? 

A Yes, I did. 

Q And were they, I would say for the period of 2011 and 2012, 
primarily focused on Libya or sort of globally specific? 

A They were focused globally, yeah. 

Q Okay. 

A And so activities depending on what the activities were 
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somewhere in the world. Those issues would be the point of reference 
for the day. 

Q Okay. Going backj taking your memory back to 2011 -- 

Ms. lackson. Can I ask a question first? 

Ms. Betz . Sure. 

Ms. lackson . Can you compare and contrast what your office did 
versus the Office of Overseas Building Operations and what you were 
responsible for versus what OBO was responsible for. Was there 
overlap? Were they totally distinct? But could you just help me 
understand the two offices. 

Mr.^^^l Yeah. Overseas Building Operations sees themself as 
the ownerSj builderSj maintenance organization for all of the U.S. 
facilities abroad, all the embassies, consulates, American centers, 
whatever diplomatic facilities that are abroad. 

Ms. lackson. Is that owned and leased? 

Mr. Yes, it's owned and leased. Diplomatic Security 

Countermeasures is responsible for the physical security requirements 
for those facilities, ensure that they meet the standards that are 
required according to the Overseas Security Policy Board for those 
facilities . 

For a newer facility there would be a joint team of Overseas 
Building Operations and Diplomatic Security personnel from 
Countermeasures who would visit a site as it was under construction 
to see how it was being constructed and were the activities and the 
construction process going to result in a facility in the end that met 
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the standards for the requirement. 

For a facility that was already in existencej there would be times 
wheOj based on the physical security survey^ there would be a necessity 
for upgrades at that facilityj depending on the size^ depending on what 
the activities were, depending on how many more people that come in, 
or if there had been a new standard that had been instituted. 

So in those situations, there would be discussion, collaboration 
with Diplomatic Security and Overseas Building Operations to ensure 
that those issues were addressed. So relationship-wise, there was an 
interrelationship, there was a lot of communication that went on 
between the two frequently, and lots -- and issues to be resolved. 

Ms. iackson . So to just sort of boil it down a little bit, from 
what I've heard you say is OBO was sort of like the construction 
management team and Countermeasures was more like the building 
inspectors? Very broadly and very generally, but -- 
BY MS. BETZ: 

Q Let me clarify. So is it fair to say that Countermeasures 
made recommendations and OBO funded them? So basically because they 
had a funding, they were sort of the funding mechanism, that gave them 
sort of more ownership to your point? 

A No. It was OBO's responsibility to construct and acquire 
buildings . It was Diplomatic Security ' s responsibility to ensure that 
those facilities met the security requirements based on the Overseas 
Security Policy Board. 

Q Okay . So going back to 2011 and the Ambassador ' s entry into 
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Benghazi, were you part of those discussions with regard to his security 
detail? 

A Not in -- well, not specifically in regards to his security 
detail. But understanding that his security detail would need 
equipment and supplies in support of that operation, it would be my 
organization, the section within Physical Security Programs, which is 
called DEAV, Defensive Equipment and Armored Vehicles, that would 
provide a lot of that equipment for that security team that would 
accompany him. 

Q Now, a physical security specialist did travel with him when 
he went in. Did that person report to you? What was that person's 
purpose in traveling with him? 

A There was a physical security specialist that traveled with 
the team initially, and that person was from Countermeasures. He did 
not report directly to me. He would have been the Program Coordination 
Branch of Physical Security Programs. 

And the reason that he traveled with the team was that this 
particular individual had quite a bit of subject matter expertise on 
operating in hostile environments based on his prior background before 
becoming a member of Diplomatic Security, and had gone on assignments 
in Iraq and other locations of that type. So based on that, it was 
decided that he accompany the team for the entry into --or their return 
to Benghazi -- or to Tripoli. 

Q So was his purpose in making recommendations regarding 
securing the location, where the Ambassador was residing. Envoy at that 
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time? 

A Yes. Yes, fon the physical security issues. 

Q Okay. And do you know, did that office even report up to 
you as to what physical security assessments were done, you know, at 
the first location at the Tibesti Hotel, what was needed and what the 
vulnerabilities were? 

A He was with the team at the time that they were posted at 
the Tibesti Hotel and had done an assessment of the situation on the 
ground at the hotel and had made recommendations for how they should 
set up. Of course, being in a hotel, it's a hotel environment and you 
want to keep a low profile, particularly for the small group of 
personnel that were there. 

Q We talked a little bit about the OSPB security standards. 
When the Ambassador, Special Envoy resided in the hotel, at what 
point -- did those OSPB standards apply to that location at that point 
in time? 

A Not really. 

Q Not really? 

A No. They were security recommendations that are made for 

a hotel. There is no OSPB standards that would address hotel 
operations. 

Q So what would be some of the security standards for a hotel? 

A There would not be any security standards for a hotel, but 

security recommendations that are made during times that we're in a 
hotel, a solid core door, just basic things that you would expect from 
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even being in the States^ solid cone doon^ viewfinder, very good locking 
equipment on the door; in situations such as being overseas, to look 
for hotels where there would be a security presence from either the 
host country or that the hotel provide its own security and what are 
the security procedures that are followed at that hotel for its guests. 

Ms. iackson. So is there a checklist that DS goes through when 
you're scoping out hotels in various locations for these various 
security issues, some of which you've just summarized for us? 

Mr. I'm sure that there is. 

Ms. lackson. Okay. All right. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q But nothing formal. Is that what you're saying? 

A Well, there's that and then -- 

Q Is there a precedent? 

A -- after you have done it for a while, you come to understand 
what the requirements are and what is it that you're looking for as 
you're going to a hotel. 

Q Is that checklist written down anyplace, or is it more just 
through sort of experience? 

A I don't -- I think that it may be written down someplace, 
but I don't know where that would be. 

Ms. lackson. The part of DS that's the protective services 
detail, that was not under your umbrella. Is that correct? 

Mr. That's correct. 

Ms. lackson. Okay. That was under another deputy assistant 
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secnetany? 


Mr. 

Ms. 



Jackson. 


Correct . 
Okay. 


BY MS. BETZ: 


Q As we're talking about 2011^ and you described to us being 
updated as to the mission and to the threats, were you being apprised 
of the situation when the decision was made to leave the Tibesti Hotel 
to locate an -- ? 

A Yes. This was one of the issues that would have been 
discussed at the 8:00 briefing and at other briefings, if they were 
Libya specific. Because of a couple of incidents that had happened 
at the hotel, one that comes to mind was the fire of a vehicle which 
was suspected that it had been fire bombed, the security personnel who 
were on the ground felt that they needed to relocate to a safer location 
and so began a search for other sites in Benghazi that would provide 
for a more secure location and at the same time a lower-profile 
location . 


Q And so were you being updated and briefed on those trips 
to various locations throughout Benghazi to find a better or more secure 
facility? 

A I was briefed when one was -- when, I guess, the last two 
were found that they thought met the requirements that they were looking 
for. 


Q Okay. And did they brief you -- let's talk about sort of 
the first compound, I think, the one that was anticipated to be the 
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location for the mission, the manned compound, I think it has been 
described as, or the compound mission. I think there have been various 
names for this. 

A Okay. 

Q Does that -- 

Ms. iackson. iust ask him. Ask him to describe. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q Well, there is one facility in particular, I think, that 
it was thought that the mission was going to reside in and certain 
security upgrades were made to this facility. Are you aware about 
$75,000 that were provided to this facility for security upgrades? 

A And then we did not it? 

Q And then you did not occupy it? 

A I understand that there was one compound that was supposed 

to have been constructed for an oil company. And I'm not sure if this 
is the same location that you're describing or not, because I didn't 
know there was $75,000 that was put forth. And then the second being 
the one that we acquired, took the lease in, that had the Villa A. 

Q Correct. Correct. And I'll come back to that. I didn't 
know if you were aware of the intended facility of which I believe where 
we have documents that suggest that, you know, certain security 
upgrades were made, I think totaling about $75,000. And I was just 
curious if that $75,000 was spent on those upgrades or was some of it 
recouped and then diverted to -- 

Ms. 5achsman Grooms. Perhaps it would be helpful to show him 
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those documents, because that's not oun understanding of what the 
documents show. So maybe if you pull them out. 

Ms. Betz . Okay. Well, yeah. I'll just move on to the A and B. 

So I guess, to better ask the question, can you talk about the 
villa that the mission did not reside in, what you know about it? 

Mr. From what I understand, it wasn't complete. It had 

not been completely constructed at the time that the team was looking 
for a location. And I guess that the location that was subsequently 
decided on was complete, and from a time perspective, that they wanted 
to get out of the hotel and get into something that was ready. That's 
why that one was chosen -- 

Ms. Betz . Okay. 

Mr. --is based on my understanding. 

Ms. lackson . To your knowledge or recollection, was any money 
expended on that what I will call the pre-Villa A, the one that was 
ultimately not selected, was any funds expended on trying to make it 
habitable and secure enough for the Stevens team? 

Mr. I don't recall any of Diplomatic Security's funds 

being spent on that. 

Ms. lackson . And if it wasn't DS funds, where would other funds 
come from? Were there other pots of money out there? 


Mr. 


I don't recall any of the funds from the Department, 

I guess, I should have said, being spent for that. 

Ms. lackson. Go ahead. 


Ms. Betz . Okay. So going back to what we'll all agree on is 
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Villa Aj where they resided in Villa A, were you apprised of any 
assessments j physical security assessments that were done at that point 
in time on Villa A? 

Mr. I know that there was a physical security assessment 

done on the facility prior to or -- yeah, prior to it being leased, 
looking for what were the security advantages to the facility as opposed 
to being in the Tibesti Hotel. 

Ms. Jackson. And who did that? 

Mr. That would have been done by probably the -- well, 

because I don't have the names of the person, my guess is it would have 
been done by the security team that was on the ground there who had 
the responsibility for that, along with the temporary person from 
Physical Security Programs. 

Ms . Jackson . So the person that you sent in with the Envoy ' s team 
initially stayed? 

Mr. Yes, for a period of time, yes. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q Does name ring a bell? 

A name does ring a bell; however, I don't 

know if would have been with the team at this time. 

Q So it ' s your recollection that a review was done of all three 
villas. Villas A, B, and C? 

A Well, I don't think that Villa C was with that original 
group. I think it was just Villa A, possibly Villa A and B. 

Q And when, to the best of your recollection, when do you 
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recall Villa C being added? 

A I think it was later in the year^ because I think when they 
were looking to move from the hotels that would have been the April 
time -- yeah -- they went there in April -- so lune, Duly timeframe. 
And then Villa C may have been later, like October, November timeframe. 

Q At the point where Villa A and Villa B were acquired, were 
you a part of any discussions about the applicability of SECCA at the 
time? 

A No, I would not have been in discussions about SECCA because 
it wasn't a new -- going to be a newly constructed type of facility. 
What we would have been -- but, of course, we would have wanted a place 
that gave us the maximum amount of setback, and other security 
requirements, a perimeter wall, grilling on windows, substantial 
doors, vehicles, access control advantages, things that would have made 
that location a more secure location than the activities or the 
situation at the Tibesti Hotel. 

Q Well, let's talk a little bit about sort of those security 
requirements. To the best of your recollection, with regard to both 
SECCA and OSPB, the OSPB security standards, when do those standards 
apply and to what facilities do they apply to? 

A Those standards apply to any newly constructed or newly 
acquired facility that will come under the ownership of the Department 
or the U.S. Government. 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q So newly acquired means leased? 
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A Yes . 

Q And so this was a facility that you were going to lease. 

Is that correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q So why wouldn't they apply? 

A They would apply. OSPB standards would apply. And based 
on this survey that was done and the facility that was selected^ it 
met a great majority of those standards . And where you can't meet those 
standards specifically, then you do things to mitigate the disconnect 
or the, you know, what is the requirement and what is the reality on 
the ground and what things can we do to the facility that will bring 
it in line with what the requirement is. 

Ms. Betz. Is that known as the exceptions and waiver package? 

Mr.^^^^l That would be part of -- in an exception and waiver 
package it would be stated what are the mitigating steps that were taken 
in situations where a requirement was not fully met. 

Ms. Betz . Well, just so I'm clear, so if the OSPB and SECCA 
requirements apply to a facility, including one that is leased, newly 
leased, part of that process then is applying for exceptions and waivers 
to those requirements? 

Mr. Yes. In a normal situation or when we traditionally 

acquire a facility, we will look -- you will identify sites, you will 
apply the standards to those sites, and where those standards aren't 
met, you will make the improvements to that site prior to purchase, 
prior to lease, or while you're constructing. 





450 


22 

The situation as it was unfolding in Benghazi was that there was 
a threat in the facility that they were in, i.e., the hotel, and there 
was a decision by the security personnel on the ground to move -- to 
look for a more secure facility quickly that put them in a better 
situation than the situation in which they had been in the hotel. 

And after searching at several sites, the Villa A, Villa B site 
was the site that met the majority of those requirements and provided 
a greater deal of safety slash security in the location in which they 
were in in the hotel. 

Ms. Tackson . Then did Villa A and Villa B go through the whole 
analysis of what are the OSPB standards that apply and the analysis 
for a waiver and exception package? 

Mr. There was no waiver and exceptions package because 

it was not at that point. There was a security survey done and 
conducted on the site prior to it being agreed upon as the site to be 
leased. 

And what the site provided or had available and what was not there 
were the things that were noted in the survey. So for the things that 
were not there, then the next step would be that when the site is 
acquired that you begin immediately to make the security upgrades 
necessary to bring it into compliance with the security 
recommendations, the requirements. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q How would those upgrades be funded, those security upgrades 


be funded? 
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A Various sources. Mainly^ Physical Security Programs. 
Secondarily^ OBO. And another source would be the regional bureauj 
NEAj the executive office there. So you have a combination of those 
entities, and in addition to that. International Programs also has 
funding available for improvements to be made. So multiple sources 
is the answer for where the funding can come from. 

Q So just so I'm clear and not to beat a dead horse, so to 
speak, so the OSPB and SECCA standards, to the best of your 
recollection, applied at that point -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- when the mission moved into the interim facility? 

A Yes . 

Q And waivers and exceptions were not conducted, but there 
was a process started to upgrade? 

A Yes, there was a process started to upgrade. And that is 
correct, there was no waiver of exceptions package that had been 
started . 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q Was it ever started? Was the waiver exception -- 

A No. 


Q Why not? 

A Because before that process could take place, the attack 
happened . 

Q We ' re talking over a year later . The waiver and exceptions 
package could not have been started in that over a year -- from the 



452 


24 

time they moved in, in the Duly, August timeframe, until a yean later 
the attack, there was no time at all to even start that process? 

A There had been a process started. The security upgrades 
had begun. The waiver and exceptions package had not begun. 

Q Are you aware of any determination that was made in DS that 
the waiver and exception package was not required? 

A I don't think it ever had gotten to the point of discussing 
whether there was a requirement. It would be understood that if the 
Department was to remain in Benghazi and the facility, that Villa A, 
Villa C -- well, subsequently Villa B and C -- if that would remain 
the compound, then, yes, it was understood that a waiver and exceptions 
package would be required for that location. 

Q So is there any timeframe within the State Department that 
Foreign Service officers can be in a leased location without having 
this process started? I mean, is it 3 months, 6 months? I mean, it 
was over a year. 

A No. No, there's no timeframe. I don't think that that's 
even addressed. As I state, because there hadn't been a document did 
not mean that nothing was being done. From the time of identifying 
the site, steps were being taken to ensure that the OSPB requirements 
were being met. 

Ms. Betz . Can we go off the record for 1 second? 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Ms. Betz. I just want to show you a few -- a couple of documents 
regarding our discussion to see if that helps refresh your memory. And 
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I will show you what I'll mark as exhibit 1. 

Exhibit No. 1 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q And the document j while you're looking at itj is State 
Department document C05396431. It is an email from to 

dated Dune 20, 2011. 

I would note that the witness is not on the email, but I want to 
ask him -- it's pertinent to our discussion earlier about SECCA. And 
I will just focus principally on the first full paragraph. The first 
page of the email, first paragraph. 

A Okay. 

Q So we talked a few minutes ago about the applicability of 
SECCA and OSPB to the interim facility, and we talked about how they 
applied at the time. This is an email from L, which, to my knowledge, 
means the Legal Department. Is that correct? 


A Yes, that's correct. 



Does this help refresh your recollection about the applicability 
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of the security standards or -- I guess I'm trying to reconcile this 
email from the Legal Department and the nonapplicability of SECCA at 
the time because of the lack of notification to the Libyan Government 
regarding the mission. 

A I understand what has been stated here. And this would be 
more in line with the questions you asked about the waivers and 
exceptions package^ because it would be the waiver and exceptions to 
SECCA requirements. This language is stated in there that we're 
submitting this request for a waiver exception because of these 
activities . 


So I understandj yes, they're saying that SECCA does not apply. 

Ms. lackson. At the time that this discussion was going on in 
Dune of 2011, were you aware that a legal opinion was being sought as 
to the applicability of either SECCA or OSPB or both? 

Mr. No, I was not aware, because we would have been 

looking at what requirements of OSPB did the location that we were 
seeking to move to, what did it mean already. So we would have been 
moving ahead of this action here anyway to get a facility, a compound 
that gave us the most advantageous from a security perspective entity 
that's going to meet our requirements. 


BY MS. BETZ: 


Q So if I understand, these discussions were occurring 
separate and apart from what you're describing, and you're describing 
that sort of in the back of your mind at some point waivers and 
exceptions were going to be submitted at some point? And not a trick 
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question on anything. I'm just trying to understand the sequence of 
events . 

A I understand what you're saying. At this pointy we were 
listening to the personnel on the ground as they described a compound 
that met the requirements that they were looking for of being a more 
secure location. And once they found that compound, they were then 
able to articulate these are the things that it gives us from a security 
standpoint that makes it better than where we are. That was our focus 
at that time. 

The SECCA, the exceptions discussion had not come into play for 
us . 

Q So would Legal not consult you in these discussions that 
they were having as to whether or not -- regarding the applicability 
of the security requirements? Do they make those decisions -- I guess, 
is it accurate to say that they make those decisions in isolation 
without consulting you as to what's going on on the ground? 

A When an exceptions package is formulated, it's sent to Legal 
for review. So at this point we would not have been consulting with 
Legal, because what we were doing here was something that is regularly 
done when we look for a site. 

Q Is it accurate to say, then, they were making an independent 
decision? 

A I don't know. 

Q Okay. 


BY MS. lACKSON: 
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Q Could I ask you to flip to the second page of this exhibit? 
At the bottom where there ' s an exchange from a I think^^^^^ ^ 

to a John Stevens^ 

And the third line says^ and I quote: "On another 
topiCj can DS go ahead and provide the needed waivers for this 
compound/lease?" 

First of allj do you recognize any of the names in this particular 
exchange? 

Yes, 

Q And he was head of then Envoy Stevens' security detail? 
A Yes . 

Q And is that a name you're familiar with? 

A No, it's not. 

Q What about 

A No. 

A No. 

Q And you understand that this entire email exchange is 

talking about the lease for the compound in Benghazi. Is that correct? 
A Yes . 

Q Okay. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Which compound? 

Ms. lackson. Lease for a compound. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. But it's not Villa A. 


Ms. lackson. At this time it was. 
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Ms. Sachsman Grooms. NOj it's not. 

Ms. Jackson. Well -- 

Mr. Snyder. Can we -- he wants to review the whole document. 

Ms. Jackson. Sure. Absolutely. 

Mr. Snyder. Thank you. 

Ms . Jackson . We can just go off the record for a minute. Thanks. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q AgaiOj at the bottom of page 2, on this last exchange on 
this pagOj where it saySj "On another topic, can DS go ahead and provide 
the needed waivers for this compound/lease," they're talking, first 
of all, about a lease of a compound in Benghazi. Is that correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. Do you know which compound or which villa they were 
referring to at this time? 

A Not specifically. 

Q Okay. And were you aware around this time in June, mid-June 
of 2011, that there was a conversation about the need for waivers and 
exceptions for any type of lease or compound in Benghazi? 

A No, I was not aware of that. 

Q Okay. And did you ever become aware that waivers and 
exceptions packages were being discussed for any type of a lease for 
any type of a compound in Benghazi in 2011? 

A No. 

Q Okay. That conversation never occurred, to your 



458 


30 


knowledge? 

A Connectj it did not come to my level. 

Q Okay. 

Mn. Snyder. If I could just have a moment. 

Thank you. 

Ms. Betz . And just to clarifyj if it didn't come to your levels 
what level would it have reached? Who would have been making these 
decisions and being consulted, if it didn't reach you? 

Mr.^^^^ I think that it would have been a discussion between 
the personnel on the ground and the Office of Physical Security Programs 
as they worked through what was available and what were the next steps 
to be taken. 


Ms. lackson. And that was one of the offices that you -- 
Mr. Yes. 

Ms. Jackson. -- directed and supervised? 

Mr. That's correct. 

Ms . Betz . We ' 11 just show you another document, which we ' 11 mark 
as exhibit number 2. 



Ms. Betz . This is a short document. I'll identify it as 
an from to 

The subject is Benghazi compound, and it's dated 6/20/2011. 

Mr. Okay, yes. 
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Ms . Betz . And this is an email which states : "This is to confirm 
that a determination has been made by DS that no waivers or exceptions 
to security standards are needed for the Benghazi compound property." 

Do you recall having any type of discussion about waivers or 
exceptions? 


Mr. 


\j_ No, I do not recall having any discussion about 


waivers or exceptions. 


BY MS. JACKSON: 


Q You previously stated that you did not recognize the name 
who is the recipient of this email. Do you recognize 
the name ? 

A Yes, I do. 

Q And who is Mr.^^^^P 

A works within the Office of Physical 

Security -- was working within the Office of Physical Security Programs 
at this time. 

Q Do you remember his exact position? 

A I think he -- I believe he was in the Program Coordination 

Branch, which would have been the branch that had the day-to-day 
conversations with the personnel on the ground and also with 
International Programs regarding the activities. 

BY MS. BETZ: 


Q Would he have reported to you or to somebody else in between? 
A He would have reported to the branch director of the 
Programs Coordination Branch and also to the office director for 
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Physical Security Programs. 

Q So is it accurate to say then that discussions were 
occurring within Diplomatic Security about the applicability of 
waivers and exceptions with regard to a property in Benghazi? 

A It appears from these documents that there was. 

Q And so does this change your recollection regarding the 
applicability of OSPB and SECCA and/or the beginning of a waiver or 
exception process? 

A No, it doesn't change my recollection because I wasn't 
involved in any of these discussions. I understand from looking at 
the documents that the legal opinion was that they did not apply. And 
it appears from this last email that this was the decision that was 
then sent forth to 

Q Well, so here's what I'm trying to reconcile is, this is 
a document that suggests that those on the ground with those -- working 
with those individuals in D.C. within the Office of Physical Security 
Programs are having conversations about the need for waivers and 
exceptions. And if they're of the mind that neither waivers nor 
exceptions are applicable, are these packages being prepared per your 
previous statements? Does that make sense? 

A The packages would not have been being prepared based on 
the fact that there would not be a requirement to prepare the packages. 
So no, the packages would not have -- the waivers exceptions packages 
would not have been being prepared. 

Ms. Welcher . I'm sorry. Are you basing this on the documents 
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or your own knowledge? 

Mr. I'm basing this on what's on the documents. 

Ms. lackson. But your prior statement had been they weren't 
being prepared because of time considerations; that if that were to 
occur, it would've occurred somewhere down the road, that the attacks 
were an intervening factor. Was that your prior statement to us? 

Mr. Well, I thought your prior question to me was had I 

been involved in the preparation or instruction that the packages be 
prepared. And no, I had not. 

And then the question became, well, I thought, why were the 
packages not being prepared? And my response was, because we were in 
the process of making the upgrades that would have been incorporated 
in the package when it was to be prepared later. 

Ms. Betz . But correct me if I'm wrong, the discussion also 
focused that this was the start of the process. If I misunderstood 
you, correct me. 

Mr. The start -- 

Ms. Betz . The start of the waivers and exceptions process; that 
the process of upgrading the facilities was the start -- unofficial 
start --of the waivers and exceptions package. 


Mr. 


No, the process for upgrading and improving a 


facility would occur whether there was a followon waiver and exceptions 
requirement or not. 
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BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q Is there a typical timeframe in which you will go in and 
occupy a facilityj perhaps do some upgrades^ and then begin the process 
of preparing a waivers exception package? Is there a period of time 
that DS takes to do upgrades? 

A No, there's no specific time. Sometimes it's determined 
that a facility may have been in existence and there is a new requirement 
for a physical security standard, and you recognize that that facility 
that you currently occupy will not be able to meet that requirement. 
And thus moving ahead, you will have to submit a request for a waiver 
because you can't meet that requirement. 

So it's not a -- it's not really the timing element. It's what 
can be addressed and what cannot be addressed. 

Q But apart from that, for newly leased, you're going in, 
you're going to lease a new property, it's not going to meet all the 
standards. What is the timeframe that DS, you know, typically takes 
before it will start the waiver exception package process? 

A There is no specific timeframe. 

Q What's the longest that you -- I mean, what we have in 
Benghazi is over a year. Now, obviously there's some other documents 
that indicate that it wasn't necessary and wasn't going to be done. 
But I believe your prior statement was that prior to seeing these 
documents you assumed it would be done at some point. Am I 
misinterpreting what you had said before? 

A No, I didn't state that before. There was the statement 
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that if decisions had been made to stay at that location, then we know 
that at some point we would -- we know that then we would need a waiven 
and exceptions to continue to operate at that location. 

Ms. Betz. Let me clarify. So if the decision was made to stay 
at that residence, so to the best of your recollection, was a constant 
sort of watch or property evaluating on going while the mission was 
residing in the interim and then ultimately compound? 


Mr. 


L I'm sorry. 


Ms. Betz . Were there constant sort of like reviews of alternate 
facilities occurring while you were residing in the compound, that 
you're aware of? 


Mr. Not that I'm aware of. There were constant reviews 

of that facility to see what upgrades were required. But I do not know 
if there were reviews of looking at alternate locations to operate. 

Ms. lackson. One distinction that we've seen is the distinction 
between temporary, interim, and permanent facilities with respect to 
OSPB. Can you explain your understanding of those three categories 
and how OSPB standards apply to those three categories? 

Mr. No, I can't. I have heard the terms myself, 

temporary, interim, and permanent, but I don't make the distinction. 
I don't know what temporary, interim, and permanent mean. We operate 
under the instruction that any facility that we acquire meet the 
standards . 

Ms. lackson. And who gave you that instruction? Where did that 
instruction come from? 
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Mn. I don't have a response for where it came from. 

That's just the mode in which we operate. 

Ms. Betz . We're close to our time^ so we'll just go off the 
record. 

[Recess . ] 
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[11:17 a.m.] 

Mn. Kenny. We will go back on the record. The time is 11:17. 

Ambassadorj I want to take the opportunity again to thank you for 
appearing here voluntarily today. I will take a moment to reintroduce 
myself. My name is Peter Kenny. I am counsel with the minority staff . 
I am joined here by my colleagueSj Susanne Sachsman Grooms and Erin 
O'Brien. On behalf of the ranking member and the select committee 
minority members, just again thank you for your appearance here today. 

Examination 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q I would like to pick up where we left off in the last round. 
I think it was a bit confusing, at least from our vantage point, in 
trying to understand some of the statements that you were making and 
some of the questions that were being asked of you. And it was our 
sense that people may have been talking past each other a little bit. 
So I was hoping we could go back to maybe clarify some of the statements 
that you made. 

One being, I had written in my notes, initially you were asked 
a question about SECCA. And I will preface this entire discussion: 
In the last round there was a discussion about SECCA requirements, OSPB 
standards. Some questions were asked of one or the other, some 
questions were combined. I am going to do my best to separate those. 

We understand that different requirements may mean different 
things. OSPB, of course, as we understand it, has incorporated some 
of the SECCA requirements, but the processes are different, the 
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language that's included in both is different. So when we refer to 
SECCAj we will refer to waivers to SECCAj and when we will refer to 
OSPB standards j we will talk about exceptions to OSPB standards. Does 
that work for you, sir? 

A Yes, that works for me. 

Q Okay. Great. And is it fair to say that it was a little 
confusing in the last round because we were switching back and forth 
between talking about whether both standards and the requirements 
applied versus whether OSPB applied in certain instances and SECCA 
requirements applied in certain instances? Is that fair to say, that 
it was kind of a confusing discussion? 

A Yes, it was. 

Q Okay. And we will do our best with our questions help 
hopefully clear some of that up. We will start with some of the SECCA 
requirements. You were asked in the last round if you were aware of 
discussions about whether SECCA requirements applied to the facilities 
that were ultimately leased in Benghazi. And I had noted that you said 
that you weren't aware of discussions, but there weren't any because 
it wasn't a language -- I believe you said that it wasn't a major -- I'm 
sorry, a newly constructed facility. Do you remember, recall making 
that statement? 

A Yes. 

Q You were then later asked if the SECCA requirements applied 
to Benghazi, and I believe you had written that the answer was yes. 


Is that accurate? 
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A Yes . 

Q Okay. So just so that we better undenstandj is it youn view 
that the SECCA requirements did apply to the facilities in Benghazi. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Or do you just not know? 

Mr. I guess my focus was actually on getting -- I 

understand -- I understand SECCA requirements j I understand OSP 
requirements. I can state -- wellj based on the documents that I have 
readj I understand that the legal opinion was that SECCA did not apply. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q Is it fair to say these things -- it sounds like what I was 
hearing was that you weren't involved in discussions about whether 
SECCA applied or whether OSPB standards applied at that time. Is that 
fair? 

A That is correct. I was not involved in my discussions as 
to whether or not SECCA or OSPB were required at that time. That would 
have been at the level of the Office of Physical -- PSPj Physical 
Security Programs. 

Q And that's in fact what exhibits 1 and 2 appear to showj 
is that there is a discussion between individuals within those offices 
and perhaps others to include the L Bureau. Is that your 
understanding? 

A Yes, that is my understanding. 

Q Okay. So the discussion about whether SECCA -- we'll focus 
just on SECCA first -- whether SECCA requirements applied to the 
facilities in Benghazi was a discussion, as you sit here today, your 
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understanding is that was occurring at a level below you? 

A Correct. The focus was really on getting the personnel 
from -- into a more secure facility. The focus was on getting them 
out of the hotel because of the threats that were present in the hotel 
and the activities that were going on there and moving them to a more 
secure facility that had a lower profile than where they were at that 
time. And sOj yeSj while I understand that those other discussions 
took placOj the focus was about securing the personnel that were on 
the ground. 

Q I see. So your viewj your focus was on ensuring that 
whatever facilities were openly occupied were improved to bring them 
into compliance at the best maximum extent practicable under either 
SECCA or OSPB. Is that accurate? 

A Yes. At first it was an improvement on where they were; 
andj B, if there were improvements that were required at a later date 
for these locations that they relocated to, that those continue. 

Q Okay. And as a general matter, and I believe our discussion 
we've focused on the summer of 2011 timeframe, so this is when Special 
Envoy's team resided at the Tibesti hotel. There was a decision to 
leave and then ultimately that team ended up at what we now know as 
Villa A property, later Villa B. Was it your understanding then that 
those improvements began shortly after they occupied that facility and 
carried forward? Is that accurate? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And again, you had mentioned that you weren't aware 
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of these discussions that were taking place about whether standards 
or requirements applied contemporaneously. Is that because your staff 
didn't raise those to your attention at that time? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. 

A The -- 

Q So I ' 11 tie it back this way . You had mentioned -- you were 
asked a general question in the last round about when matters would 
come to your attention, a very general question. And the answer you 
gave is that if things were not worked out by office directors, if 
decisions weren't worked out at that level the decisions may come to 
your attention? 

A That's correct. 

Q So it sounds like, at least with respect to whether SECCA 

requirements applied, whether OSPB standards applied, that that was 
something that was being worked out at a lower --a level below you, 
beneath you. 

A That is correct. 

Q Okay. So again, I understand just from our vantage point 
some of these things appear to be a little confusing in the discussion 
we were having. I think it is helpful to have you clarify some of those 
pieces for us. 

At this point, what I would like to do is introduce into the 
record -- this will be exhibit No. 3. 


Exhibit No. 3 




470 


42 


Was marked for identification.] 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q And I will go ahead and identify this for the record. This 
is a portion of a transcript of a Tuly 9 , 2013 , transcribed interview 
before the House Oversight Committee of then Assistant Secretary for 
Diplomatic Security Eric Boswell. 

A Okay. 

Q And I have included several portions here of Ambassador 
Boswell's statements about OSPB standards and the SECCA requirements. 
And I will give you a moment to read from that. I'm going to focus 
your attention on page 65 and 66, but I included the full portion just 
for your benefit. 

A Okay. 

Q And I'll direct your attention to the bottom of page 65, 

I'm going to read a portion of this into the record. The question 
begins: "Okay. Turning specifically to the Special Mission Compound 
in Benghazi, did OSPB security standards apply to that facility? 
Answer: I'm not aware that they did. I never got a request for a 
waiver for such standards . Question: You ' re saying you ' re not aware, 
but in your opinion, did they apply? Answer: In my opinion, they did 
not apply because they -- in my opinion, the standards apply to 
permanent facilities, not temporary ones. Having said that, as I 
mentioned previously, in any place we have people, we do our best to 
get as close, because OSPB standard is the standard for us, it's the 
gold standard, and we try to get as close as we can to it . " Close quote . 
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The reason I wanted to introduce this is not to call into question 
anyone's judgment on the question of whether OSPB standards applied 
to the facility or not. Our read of this and based on the statements 
that you made today is that this is a fairly confusing subject area. 
Would you agree with that characterization? 

A Yes . 

Q And at least in Ambassador Boswell's viewj the standards 
didn't apply because the facilities were characterized as temporary 
facilities. You were asked a question that in the last round. 

I just wanted to focus on the second portion of his response^ the 
second part of the answer. And I believe you touched on this a little 
bit in some of your responses in the last round. But it sounds like^ 
at least from your viewpoint, whether OSPB standards technically 
applied or didn't apply, that your approach within Countermeasures was 
to apply the standards in such a way as to improve physical security 
at the compound as much as you could. Is that a fair statement? 

A That's correct. 

Q And that's because the focus was on the physical security 
on the ground, as opposed to a process for documenting and the exception 
and waivers, in this case the exceptions process. Is that fair? 

A That's correct. 

Q And here the Ambassador indicates that he's not aware, he 
didn't get a request for --he refers to it as a waiver. We understand 
that to be an exception for OSPB standards, is that. And a request 
for an OSPB exception, who approves, ultimately approves an exception 
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in that process? 

A The assistant secretary for diplomatic security. 

Q Okay. So Ambassador Boswell in this case -- 

A Correct. 

Q -- would have been the ultimate authority or decisionmaker 

with respect to an exception for OSPB standards. 

A Correct. 

Q And here he says he didn't receive a request for them. 
Those requests would have been routed through your office. Is that 
right? 

A Correct. 

Q And based on what you told us earlier j you didn't receive 
a request for an exception? 

A That's correct. 

Q And I think we touched on this a little bit before because^ 
based on your understanding today, is that because you believe these 
issues were kind of being worked out at the working level between 
security professionals in the field and desk officers at DS 
headquarters? 

A That's correct. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. And Legal. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q And Legal. 

A And Legal. 

Q For the SECCA requirements? 
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A Connect. 

Q You also mentioned on indicated in the last houn that 
whethen a pnocess wene to go fon exceptionSj that that was a pnocess 
that would take some time to develop. Is that fain? 

A That's connect. 

Q Okay. And it's also oun undenstanding as well that an 

exception pnocess can take a peniod of time to develop. Is that fain? 

A That's connect. 

Q Okay. 

A Aften you -- when you look at what you have^ as I say^ you 

look at what you have and you look at what is nequinedj and then you 

begin to tny to mitigate that. The exceptions pnocess is initiated 
at the postj you knowj the sunvey is done^ the secunity pnofessional 
will come back and state this -- these ane what ane met and these ane 
what cannot be met. And the nequinement states that, fon an example, 
the wall be 9 feet high. Oun wall is 8-1/2 feet high. We will nequine 
an exception to the nequinement that oun wall be 9 feet high. 

Q You'ne speaking genenically. 

A Yes, genenically. So hene ane the mitigating steps we will 

take to addness that issue. We will put nazon wine, banbed wine on 

top of the wall fon an additional 1 foot so that it minnons the 
nequinement of a 9-foot-high wall, although the wall is not -- it's 
only 8-1/2 feet high, but we've taken a mitigating step to addness that 
shontage. And so that we confonm with what the nequinement is, we now 
nequest the exception. 
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And so that type of language is laid out in a document that then 
goes through the clearance process and ultimately ends up for the 
approval or disapproval for the assistant secretary. 

Q Okay. And again, regardless of whether the OSPB standards 
apply or not, the view of your particular office Countermeasures at 
the time, your view is that you would do the best that you could -- 

A That is correct. 

Q -- to improve security? Okay. 

If I could quickly direct your attention back to Exhibit 1, I will 
direct your attention to page -- the last page, where this is^^^ --or 
writing. And just at the top there, he writes: 
for the compound, I need the following information," and asks for some 
descriptive information about the property. 

If you look in response to that f rom on lune 16, 2011, 

if you look under site description, it says, it reads, quote: "Villa 
Compound Description: The proposed compound would be a single walled 
compound to cover both residences and office space. The compound 
consists of the following living areas. 12 two bedrooms units with 
living room, kitchen, bathroom. 4 one bedroom units with living room, 
kitchen, bathroom. 2 executive units with 2 bedrooms, living room, 
kitchen, office, bathroom. 1 compound kitchen and dining area. And 
1 multiuse structure connected bathroom. 2 cement/stone villas." 
Close quote. 

To the best of your recollection, is that description descriptive 
of the property that later became known as Villa A or is that more likely 
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descriptive of the property that was referred to as the man camp or 
French villas property? 

A I honestly don't know. 

Q Okay. So when we look at the analysis on the first page^ 
you were asked some questions about thatj as well as a request of whether 
to proceed a request for waivers . As you sit here today^ you ' re unclear 
as to which facility this particular analysis applied to? 

A That's correct. 

Q And if I could, I'd like to go ahead and introduce -- this 
will be exhibit No. 4. 

Exhibit No. 4 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q I'll give you a moment to read this. I'm going to focus 
on the email in the middle of the page. We included the full chain 
for the sake of completeness. And just to identify this, it's document 
C05394858. It's an email f rom others. 

Duly 5, 2011, 6:50 a.m.? 

And for the record, your name is not on this email chain. 

A Okay. 

Q Okay. And I would ask you to direct your attention to the 
second email down in this chain, which is an email f rom . 

Do you know who that individual is? 
know 

Q Do you know what position he served in at this time? 
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A No, I don't recall what position was serving in at 

this time. 

Q Are you aware whether deployed to Benghazi as 

the regional security officer or assistant regional security officer 
at any point in 2011? 

A I believe he did, but I can't say for certain. 

Q Okay. And on the second page here -- well, first, he begins 
the email by saying: -- further info on the proposed 

property. We're referring to our current residences as Villa A and 
the neighboring property as Villa B." Close quote. 

It then goes on to describe a little bit about the circumstances 
at Villa A, Villa B. If you turn to next page there is a section 
entitled "Physical Security Upgrades," where it reads, quote: No 
immediate physical security upgrades are required before occupancy. 
Compound perimeter walls are approximately 4 meters in height. Razor 
wire would provide anti-ram, but would greatly raise our profile since 
we are situated in a residential neighborhood; locally, razor wire is 
used primarily government installations. Blending into neighborhood 
and maintaining a low profile are important elements in the mission's 
overall security posture. Razor wire not recommended. 

Residential and office structures have significant setback. 
Concrete barriers/planters not required. 

Existing vehicle gates are made of steel and in good condition. 
No modifications necessary. 

Both Villa B vehicle access points (north and south) will be 
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permanently blocked using armored vehicles and/or heavy scrap 
machinery (already on the property). Villa A has two vehicle access 
points (north and south) used for mission vehicles during the day; these 
will be blocked using armored vehicles overnight. 

Landlords do not support major modifications to their properties, 
including the installation of drop arms. Risk will be mitigated by 
permanently blocking two of the four vehicle access points. Non 
mission vehicle and foot traffic will be channeled to Villa A Bravo 
gate. Screening efforts will be concentrated to one area. 

We've reviewed a lot of documents from personnel who had been 
deployed to Benghazi. Here at least there appears to be -- this is 
a description of -- would you describe this as a security assessment? 

A Yes, I would. 

Q And do you -- 

A A physical security assessment, actually. 

Q Okay. And is there any indications here that there are 

deficiencies for which an exception would need to be sought or 
mitigating measures need to be taken? 

A No. This is a very good description of the facilities on 
the compound and addressing a lot of the items slash requirements that 
we would look at based on standards. 

Q Okay. And at the time, this is Duly 2011, it appears this 

description is referring to both Villa A and Villa B. Is that your 

understanding? 

A Yes . 
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Q And would this be an example of what you described as the 
focus at the time when the Special Envoy moved from the hotel to quickly 
find a property that was suitablej more secure from a security 
perspective? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And certainly^ although subsequently, separately, 
other communications may have been made about physical security at the 
compound, at least here there is no indication of major physical 
security vulnerabilities at Villa A or Villa B, correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q And there is also no reference or request for an 
exception -- 

A Correct. 

Q --to OSPB standards. 

And it sounds like certainly here there is a discussion of some 
steps that will be taken using armored vehicles and blocking positions, 
that sort of thing? 

A Uh-huh. 

Q Is that what you'd described as some of the steps that post 

would take to enhance their security? 

A Yeah, or mitigate requirements, because you can't use drop 
arms, drop bars, they will use armored vehicles in the place of that. 
So that's a mitigating stuff. 

Q And moving forward, we'll mark what will be exhibit 5. For 
the record, this is document number C05578319. 
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Exhibit No. 5 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q It is a document entitled "Physical Security Programs Makes 
a Move in Benghazi/' by, redacted, DS/C/ST. I'll give you 

a moment to review that. 

I would just like to first ask for your understanding of what this 
document is? 

A Yes, this is an article by about the assistance 

provided from the Office of Physical Security Programs for 
locating -- for first moving into the hotel in Benghazi and then later 
locating property to relocate. 

Q Okay. And is this an article that would have been prepared 
for internal consumption? Is this something that would have been 
prepared for external release? 

A Mainly for within the Department and mainly within 
Diplomatic Security. I think the greater readership was within 
Diplomatic Security for these. 

Q Okay. That's fair. And I'll note that there appear to be 
some --a few line edits in here. So this appears that it may be a 
draft form. Do you recall this article at the time? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. So an article was produced and distributed 
internally within the Department? 

A Yes, I believe so. 
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Q Okay. And as you sit here today and you read the content j 
the descniptionj it paints a stony of how certain facilities were 
occupied, is this generally an accurate description of what occurred, 
to the best of your understanding? 

A To the best of my understanding, yes. 

Q Okay. And there was some discussion in the last round about 
which facility is occupied and when. It appears here that there is 
a sequence that it is laid out. Is it your understanding that this 
is an accurate sequence of how the events played out or transpired 
Benghazi? 

A This appears to be an accurate sequence, yes. 

Q And would this further be an example of what you discussed 
in the last round about some of the challenges associated with finding 
a facility that would be suitable from a security perspective in 
Benghazi at that time? 

A Yes . 

Q There is reference, for instance, to 12 potential site 

visits that occurred? 

A Uh-huh, yes. 

Q At the time, do you recall that Villas A and B were seen 
as the best choices from a security standpoint? 

A I believe they were. 

Q Okay. So in light of 12 potential options, the best option 
from a security standpoint, to the best of your understanding, was 


Villas A and B? 
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A Yes, that's connect. 

Q Yeah, and just one clanifying, thene is no date that appeans 
on this, but to the best of youn necollection, did this anticle appean 
intennally within the Buneau befone the attacks? 

A Yes, it appeans that this was eanlien -- an eanlien anticle, 
pnion to the attacks. 

Q And then if you look on the last page thene is a line that 
neads: "TDY/RSO wonks in entnance anea of Villa A." So 

does that nefnesh youn necollection about the nole may 

have played in 2011 and whethen on not he was deployed to Benghazi? 

A Yes, this would indicate that he was deployed to Benghazi 
duning that timefname. 

Q And if we could just netunn neal bniefly to exhibit 1 and 
exhibit 2. Again, you indicated you wenen't contemponaneously awane 
of these discussions at the time, discussions with Legal. As you sit 
hene today, is thene anything that appeans inappnopniate about the 
pnocess that is unfolding in eithen exhibit 1 on exhibit 2 whene 
individuals appean to be consulting with legal advisens neganding the 
applicability of contain standands? 

A No not at all, not at all. 

Mn. Kenny. Okay. We'll go off the necond. 

[Recess. ] 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q Ambassadon, thank you again. So we'll continue with oun 


second houn fon the majonity, thind houn. 
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We've talked a lot about OSPB standards and SECCA. And in the 
last hour we continued the discussion clarifying sort of on separate 
tracks OSPB standards and SECCA. And what I want to focus on are how 
those standards are developed in terms of isn't it accurate or would 
you agree that there are different standards based on different 
threats? 

A Okay. 

Q So a threat level would determine those OSPB standards that 
would apply to mitigate that threat? 

A I -- I -- okay. 

Q Do you agree? 

A Ohj okay. There are going to be basic requirements for any 
facility regardless of the threat level at a location. Of course we 
have various threat levels j low, medium, and high. But regardless of 
the threat level, there will be basic standards that will require to 
any facility. So yes, there will be some standards that are tied 
directly to threat, but OSPB may or may not fit into that category, 
I guess because subsequent to Benghazi we have the high-threat, 
high-risk posts. And so there are things that are done at those 
locations that are in addition to what the standards are. 

So it's not really a direct tie between threat and the standards, 
because I'd try to think of a place around the world where, based on 
that threat, you have higher standards of OSPB requirements. 

Q Well, taking a step back before the attacks, and just let's 
start off, I guess, with a SETL, a security environment threat listing? 
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A Connect. 

Q And what is a SETL thneat? 

A A secunity envinonment thneat list is an assessment of each 
post anound the wonldj and you assess centain categonies, the thneat 
in centain categonieSj political violence, cnime, tennonism, and to 
classified settings as well, yes. 

Q And is it fain to say that thene ane centain OSPB standands 
that ane tied to the SETL thneat natings that would mitigate those 
thneats? 

A Thene ane centain nequinements based on what the thneat 
level, as to which of the standands ought to be met. 

Q Okay. And do you necall what the SETL natings wene fon 
Benghazi at the time? 

A Thene would not have been any SETL thneat nating fon 
Benghazi . 

Q Would thene have been one fon Libya? 

A Thene would have -- yeah, fon Tnipoli. I believe Tnipoli 

was high -- 

Q Okay. I'd like to -- 

A High fon -- 

Q So I'd like to intnoduce now what will be exhibit 6. 

Exhibit No. 6 

Was manked fon identification.] 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q So just to clanify, the OSPB standands that ane out thene 
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apply -- when you say they apply to all facilitieSj so every standard 
applies to facilities that are rated low on the SETL listing. Is that 
correctj every single standard? 

A Correct. Here is an example. For a low threat post, the 
perimeter may require a fence, whereas for a high threat location it 
may require a wall, that is an example, particularly for residential 
standards, which are OSPB. 

Q So then the threat -- so there are different standards or 
requirements that come into play depending on the threat level of that 
location? 

A That's correct, yes. I -- yes. 

Q So it's sort of the higher the threat level, the higher the 
standard will be, or the more stringent the standard will be? 

A Yes . 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q In order to mitigate that threat? 

A Correct. 

Q I will give the witness a chance to look at the document. 
And just for identification purpose, it's State Department document 
C05388931. an f rom to , dated 

December 15, 2011. And just for the record, the witness is not on the 
email. It goes to the discussion of the SETL threat in Libya. 

A Okay. 

Q And to further inform our discussion on the SETL threat in 
Libya at the time, this is an email of which, as I noted, that you are 
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not OHj but goes to the discussion of SETL thneatj between the RSO in 
Tripoli and the TDY/RSO in Benghazi^ who is And are 

you familiar with these two names? 

A I am familiar with 

Q And in this email is responding to 

a request from the TDY/RSO in Benghazi as to what the SETL threat is -- 

A Uh-huh. 

Q -- at the time and at the end of 2011. And the SETL threat 
rating for terrorism is highj political violence criticalj crime highj 
and as you alluded to earlier, two classified ones were both high. 

And so can you tell us what those threat levels mean with respect 
to the risk to American diplomats? For example, what -- is a critical 
threat -- does that suggest a grave risk to American diplomats? Is 
that something you're familiar with? 

A I don't know how I would characterize that? High threat 

means, based on the activity that we have seen in the post, you know, 

that we've seen at that location, that that amount -- that the amount of 
activity ongoing at that location would indicate that it has earned 
a high rating for that environment. And the same for critical, that 
the situation is such that it has earned that threat rating. Critical 
political violence for Libya at the time, there was a war going on, 
so that would be the rating. 

Q And so to my colleague's earlier point, given these 
risks -- the higher the risk or threat rating, the higher the standard 
and the need to mitigate that risk, the greater importance to mitigate 
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that risk, connect? 

A YeSj yes. 

Q And so to go back to exhibit 4, I want to focus on the second 
page. And my colleagues in the pnevious houn had talked about the 
physical secunity upgnadeSj that the assessment that was done and the 
upgnades that wene needed^ and we just talked about a thneat level that 
you descnibed as an ongoing civil wan. And sOj in youn opinion, do 
these assessments and the secunity measunes in place sont of mitigate 
that thneat that is in place on was in place? 

A I -- the infonmation that's on the document hene gives an 
account of the physical secunity pieces that ane in place fon the 
compound that they ane looking at inhabiting, and it sont of speaks 
fon itself. It speaks to the height of the wall, which is 4 metens, 
and the nequinement is a 9-foot wall. So it would actually be -- 
BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q Okay, could you do the math fon me? 

A Yes, 4 metens is appnoximately 12 feet, so it's 
appnoximately 3 feet highen than a wall that would be nequined fon a 
compound . 

Q Whene the nating is high fon tennonism and cnime and 
cnitical fon political violence, is the wall nequined to be anti-climb 
on was it at the time in 2011? 

A Yes . 

Q So this wall did not meet that standand, is that connect, 
because they ane talking about it, they would have to add something 



487 


59 


to it to make it anti-climb? 

A I see the comment about the nazon wine^ but based on the 
description of the wallj of its height^ there is not enough detail here 
to state that it is not anti-climb. I mean -- 

Q So in other wordSj this description doesn't give you enough 
information to determine whether it would meet the OSPB standard? 

A It gives information to me of some of the portions of the 
standard that it would meet. You are absolutely right, it's not there 
as to whether or not it would meet the anti-climb factor. 

Q Okay. And going to the next paragraph, where it talks about 
significant setback, does it -- it doesn't tell you exactly how much 
setback it has? 

A That's correct. 

Q So again, you are not given enough information in this 

document to know whether it met the OSPB standards and the SECCA 
standards for setback. Is that correct? 

A That is correct. 

Q And then again down a little bit lower where it talks about 
the installation of drop arms. Were drop arms required where there 
was a SETL rating of high or critical for the categories we've 
discussed? 

A Okay, I want to go back for just one point. It stated about 
the setback, it said: "Concrete banners/planters not required." 

Q I'm sorry, where are you referring to? 

A Where it says "significant setback." The next sentence 
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says: "Concrete bannien/plantens not required." 

Q Yes. 

A Generally stating^ the reason that that would be there is 
to provide enhanced setback. So if it is stating that it is not 
required -- 

Ms. Betz . That suggests to you that there is sufficient setback? 
Mr. That would suggest that. 

BY MS. JACKSON: 


Q But it doesn't tell you for sure. 

A That ' s correct j that ' s correct, it doesn't tell me for sure . 

And you said about the drop arms? 

Q Uh-huh. 

A What was your question? 

Q Was drop arms a standard that was to be met in locations 

that were rated high or critical for terrorism, political violence? 

A Vehicle arrest barriers, yes, are a requirement, for the 
mitigating way would be to place an armored vehicle there that would 
function in the same -- would function as a vehicle arrest barrier. 

Q And that is a sufficient mitigation in areas where they have 
car bombs and things like that. 

A That is a sufficient -- that is a sufficient mitigation if 
there is no drop arm or delta barrier installed, yes. 

Ms. Welcher . For the record, you're basing your foundation for 
questions on a document in July 2011 about the SETL ratings, but the 
SETL ratings that you cited are from a December 15th, 2011, document. 
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and the statement says these ane new ratings that just came out. So 
I don't know if you have another document about the SETL ratings in 
Duly of 2011j but I just want to put on the record that the ratings 
you were citing were not --do not appear to have been in place. 

Ms. Dackson. May or may not. 

Ms. Welcher . May or may not. 

Ms. Betz . And I think just to respond^ I think the witness talked 
about an ongoing civil war. So I think civil war critical threat 
rating. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q I want to turn to now --so moving our timeframe up to 
December 2011 and the extension of the mission for an additional 12 
monthSj for an additional year. Do you recall that period? 

A Yes . 

Q And do you recall clearing a memo, a memorandum of extension 
that was drafted by the NEA Bureau for Under Secretary Kennedy's 
signature -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- outlining the parameters of extending the mission for 
another 12 months? 

A I do recall that there was a memo. 

Q And do you recall any discussions just generally about the 

memorandum that you had or the extension that you were having at the 
time whether with NEA or Under Secretary Kennedy's office or 
individuals within your own office about the extension? 
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A I don't recall specific details about any discussions. 

Q Did you have concerns about extending the mission? Do you 
recall having concerns or discussing those concerns with anyone about 
the mission's extension? 

A I don't recall any specific discussions about specific 
concerns. I do recall the memo being drafted. I remember clearing 
of the memo. 
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[12:25 p.m.] 

Ms. Betz . I'm going to just show you a document which will be 
exhibit No. 7. 

Exhibit No. 7 

Was marked for identification.] 

Ms. Betz . And while the witness is looking at the document j I'll 
go ahead and identify it. It is State Department C05578953j and it 
is a series of emails in the document of which the witness is not a 
sender or a recipient j but is identified in the series of emails. And 
it will be page 2, the top of page 2, that we will focus on. 

And I guess j while we're at it. I'll hand you the extension memo 
so that you can read them concurrently. 

Ms. lackson. Which been marked as Exhibit 8. 

Ms. Betz . Eight. 

Exhibit No. 8 

Was marked for identification.] 

Ms. Betz . And for purposes of the extension memo, we'll be 
focusing primarily on page 2, the second full paragraph, the last 
sentence, beginning with "with." 

Ms. lackson. And just for the record, this does not bear a 
document number, but it is an action memo for Under Secretary Kennedy, 
dated December 27, 2011, from leffrey Feltman, subject: "Future of 
Operations in Benghazi, Libya." 


Mr. Snyder. What paragraph? 

Ms. Betz . So on page 2, the second paragraph, the last sentence. 
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And then on page 3, it would be the third paragraph and the sentence 
beginnings "If you agree with this course of actions" in the middle. 

Mr. Snyder. Got it. Thanks. 

Mr. Okay. 

Ms. Betz . And just for clarifications on the extension memOs my 
colleague just described its but just to reiterates while the witness 
is not the drafter or the subject or the action -- it is not seeking 
the action of the witnesSs the witness did clear the memo on behalf 
of Diplomatic Security. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q Ambassador ^^^s going back to exhibit 1 , and looking at 
the bottom of page ones do you recognize any of the two names in this 

exchange? 

A I do. 

Q Okay. And who is 

A was a special assistant in the Office of 

Assistant Secretary. 

Q And did she work directly for you? 

A NOs for Eric Boswell. 

Q Eric Boswells okay. 

And so in this email she is responding to ond I'll 

quote: "Acting PDAS clears the attached action memo AM 

to M on the future of Benghazi operations with the comment that this 
operation continues to be an unfunded mandate and a drain on personnel 


resources . 
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Do you recall those concerns? 

Let me take a step back. 

A I don't think this would be an inaccurate quote. 

Q Okay. So this is an accurate description of your concerns 
at the time? 

A Of the DS concerns, correct, correct. In my role as acting 
PDAS, as I was acting at that time, that's the director of diplomatic 
security, which would encompass not only Countermeasures, but the other 
directorates within Diplomatic Security. So this comment would've 
been based on that DS assessment. 

Q So this was not your own personal assessment but the 
assessment, the collective assessment of Diplomatic Security? 

A Yes. Or -- yes -- or input from this person that had been 
queried for clearance. 

Q Did you ever have any additional discussions with either 
Assistant Secretary Boswell or Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary 
Bultrowicz or others about the concerns that you relayed with regard 
to the extension memo? 

A No, because with this going from me up to Secretary Boswell, 
he would have seen these comments. 

Q And did you discuss the contents of the memo before clearing 
it on behalf of Diplomatic Security or on behalf of the PDAS? 

A The other seniors would have seen the memo as well and had 
an opportunity to comment based on its accuracy and maybe providing 


information for the document itself. 
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BY MS. DACKSON: 

Q And by other senionSj you mean the other deputy assistant 
secretaries? 


A Correct. 

Q And at that time that would've been, like, Charlene Lamb 
for DS/IP? 

A Yes . 

Q Would there have been other DAS's? 

A Yeah, there would've been the DAS for intelligence threat 

analysis, and I believe training, since the personnel 

on the ground were from Mobile Security Division. I don't recall who 
the DAS was. Maybe -- I don't recall who the DAS was. And from 
Domestic Operations as well, because they provided a lot of the 
temporary support for the operations there. 

Ms. Betz . But you didn't -- but just so I'm clear, so you did 
not have discussions with them personally. These were just 
recommendations, to the best of your understanding, that they were 
making to you? 


Mr. 

Ms. 

Mr. 


Correct. Correct. 

Betz . And then you were clearing it on their behalf? 
Correct. Yes. 


BY MS. lACKSON: 


Q I noticed that this is at the end of the year. It's dated, 
this particular exchange, December 23. I ' m anticipating that you were 
filling in for either PDAS Bultrowicz or Assistant Secretary Boswell 
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because it was the holidays and you got the duty? 

A I have no idea. I have no idea. It would've been -- I 
would've been PDAS Bultrowicz though. 

Q Filling in for him? 

A Correct. 

Q And when you fill in for him^ do you often getj like, a list 
of things that are likely to come across your desk and these are the 
recommended actions, or how did that work at the time? 

A No, I didn't -- I wouldn't get a list of things that might 
come across my desk. It basically was the things that came across my 
desk during the time that I was in that position, we would address them. 

Q So when you got this action memo and made the reference or 
someone on your behalf made the reference about your comment that this 
operation continues to be an unfunded mandate and a drain on personnel 
resources, how is it that you collected that information in order to 
send that comment on? 

A Well, first of all, the operation in Libya, there was no 
specific allotment of money for that operation that would address the 
unfunded mandate issue. The drain on personnel resources, when you 
establish a post and you begin operations, it's always preferable to 
have permanently assigned individuals in those locations as opposed 
to having continuous temporary duty assignments going through because 
of the costs that are associated with that. 

And so that would be the resources. Looking at how you intend 
to operate there, you want to establish permanent positions in those 
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locations so that you don't have that continuous resource requirement 
of sending people over on a rotating basis. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q And just to clarify, to go back, the concern about the 
unfunded mandate was that there was no sort of direct funding stream 
for the mission in all aspects or with regard to physical security? 
Can you sort of describe maybe a little bit fuller in terms of that 
unfunded mandate? 

A I think it would -- well, because it didn't come from 
Countermeasures, it would not have been solely for physical security. 
So I would say that it was broader for the operations in Benghazi. 

Q Let me ask you this. As the DAS for Countermeasures, were 
you concerned about the ability to fund sufficiently the physical 
security measures needed to secure the facility? 

A It had not become an issue for me yet at that time, based 
on, as we spoke of in the first hour, the sources that were providing 
funds for the operation, particularly from the physical security side. 
You had Physical Security Programs, you had International Programs, 
you had OBO, and then you had the regional bureau as well. 

Q You said it had not been a concern at that time. Did it 
ever, did funding for physical security upgrades ever become an issue 
for you or a concern of yours? 

A No. 

Q Okay. I want to turn now to exhibit 8 and the extension 


memorandum itself. 
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A Okay. 

Q And tunning to page 2 and the last sentence that neadSj "With 
the full complement of five Special Agents, our permanent presence 
would include eight U.S. direct-hire employees, two slots for TOY PM 
and USAID officers, and one LES program assistant." 

So do you recall any conversations in clearing this memo regarding 
the designation of five agents to secure the compound with these eight 
other individuals? 

A No. 

Q You don't recall a conversation? 

A No, I don't recall a conversation. 

Q So you don't recall whether five was the minimum or five 
was the cap? 

A No, I don't. 

Q And turning then to page 3 and the third paragraph, and in 

the sentence that states, "If you agree -- " 

A Okay. 

Q "If you agree with this course of action, NEA will work with 

DS to rapidly implement a series of corrective security measures as 
part of the consolidation of the State footprint." 

A Uh-huh. 

Q Help me understand what corrective security measures means. 

A I don't understand the context in which this is stated. 
Okay. Well, in relation to the sentences that are directly above that, 
it's a matter of repositioning the security elements that cover the 
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compounds. It appears that they've given up Villa A and maintaining 
Villas B and C. 

There would have been security guard postings, positions on Villa 
A, that you now need to consolidate onto the Villa B and C compound, 
and also the access control points, the technical security pieces that 
are in place there, camera coverage, alarms, those types of things. 
It's just a reconfiguration of the overall security package to 
accommodate the grounds that you now are going to occupy. 

Q And so taking a step back, this is a memorandum that would 
renew the leases for Villas B and C and terminate the lease for Villa 
A, correct? 

A Yes . 

Q And these would be corrective measures that would be taken 
to secure Villas B and C, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q And were you consulted on those decisions to let A go and 
keep B and C? In our previous discussion you talked about A and B being 
the more secure aspect of the compound, but yet moving forward, this 
is a memorandum that authorizes the leases of B and C and terminating 
A. So I'm just trying to better understand from you if you were 
involved in any of the discussions to let Villa A go versus Villa B 
and C. 

A Yeah. No, I don't recall being in any discussions 

relinquishing Villa A. 

Ms. Welcher . And as to his prior testimony, I'm not sure that's 
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quite what he said, so I would just refer to the record just to be clear. 

Ms. Betz . And if I'm inaccurate, correct me. 

Mr. Okay. 

Ms. Betz . That's my understanding of that. 

Ms. lackson. Who on your team would've been involved in 
reviewing the decision as to which villas should be retained, or was 
that left to some other component? 

Mr. I think it may have been left to some other component. 

I think it's based more on the needs of the operation and the footage 
space that would be needed for that. I don't think it's solely a 
security issue as to why they're moving from Villa A to then 
consolidating with B and C. 

Ms. lackson. So what you're telling us is that space 
considerations would have been the deciding factor as opposed to the 
security aspects of the three compounds or the three villas that were 
available? 

Mr. I think there's an overall discussion of what are the 

needs of the operation there and what is it -- what does the 
compound -- you know, what is it that the compound is to look like. 
And it appears that it's going -- that Villas A, B, the 13-acre compound 
with Villa A, B, and C is more than is needed and so it's being 
consolidated to more what the need is, which is the space, the less 
than 13-acre area for Villas B and C. 

Ms. Betz . I want to show you what we'll mark as exhibit 9. 


Exhibit No. 9 
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Was marked for identification.] 

Ms. Betz . And while the witness is looking at the document j I'll 
go ahead and identify it. Basically I'm going to focus on the top two 
email exchanges. And the document is State Department SCB0049956. 
an from to 

and^^^^^^^j dated February 15 j 2012. Really, it's just the first 
email or the email at the top of the page. 

Mr. Kenny. It looks like there are two documents attached here. 
The last page is a different Bates number. 

Ms. Betz . Oh, it must be our copying. 

Mr. Kenny. Actually, there's several. 

Ms. lackson. lust the last page. 

Ms. Betz, lust the last page. 

Mr. Kenny. So are we going to mark that as a separate exhibit? 
Ms. Betz . lust tear it off. 

Mr. Kenny. Thank you. 

Ms. lackson. We'll shred them. You can just tear it up if you 
want. Take the last page off. 

Mr. Okay. 

Mr. Snyder. See, now it reads completely differently. 

Ms. lackson. We're not even going there. 

Ms. Betz . We're not even going there, exactly. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q So returning to our discussion of Villas A, B, and C and 


the decision to move forward with B and C, this is an email exchange 
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as I notedj between and the RSO in Benghazi^ the RSO 

and Who is 

A is one of the officers in the Office of Physical 

Security Programs, Project Coordination Branch. 

And is -- 

A Same. 

Q Same. 

A Yes . 

Q And just for point of clarification, was 

somebody that worked on a daily basis with those in Benghazi regarding 
physical security elements? 

A Yes, he was the principal point of contact. Libya was in 
his portfolio within Project Coordination Branch. 

Q And did you meet frequently with Did he 

maybe did not report to you directly, but were you briefed on what he 
was doing with regard to these security measures? 

A I would inquire from when necessary. But no, I did 

not meet frequently with him. 

Q Okay. But his information is credible. We don't have any 
reason to believe what he's suggesting is inaccurate? 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. 

Ms. lackson. So he was good at what he did? 

Mr. He was good in his responsibilities as an adviser on 


physical security matters. 
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Ms. Jackson . And he understood the process and was accurate in 
his workj and did you have full confidence in his work? 

Mr. I believe that he was a competent officer in the job 

that he was hired for. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q So at the top of the email exchange^ says^ 

I do not know who was responsible or why the decision was made 
to relinquish Villa A, but I believe that the compound created by this 
arrangementj Villa A and Villa Bj was an exceptional facility that 
satisfied the operational requirements of your post." 

It goes on to say, "Perhaps your question would be best raised 
by the principal officer with NEA/EX and OBO real estate before you 
go too far down the path of returning Villa A to the owner. 

So this email suggests that has concerns about 

Villa B and C moving forward. Is that fair? 

A Since he makes very little reference to Villa C, it's sort 
of hard to infer from him what his assessment would be of Villa C. From 
this it's clear that he has a comfort level with Villas A and B, but 
it does not discredit what his opinion would've been of Villas B and 
C. 

Q Do you recall -- oh, I'm sorry. 

A That's it. 

Q Do you recall if an assessment was ever conducted on Villa 
C, a security assessment? 

A I don't. No, I don't. 
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Q But do you have any reason to believe that his concern was 
not a viable concern with regard to the security or his preference for 
Villa A and B, given he was on the ground at the time that Villa A and 
B were occupied by the mission? 

A It appears that he is responding to the assessment from 
and basically stating that there is more information that's 
out there that he doesn't have and that they need to seek NEA/EX and 
OBO for more information on why the decision was made to -- why that 
decision was made. 

Q Are you aware of any type of discussion like this around 
the time that the extension memo was approved, cleared and approved 
in December? 

A That there was a recommendation to consolidate on those -- 

Q Yeah. 

A -- to consolidate the size of the compound? 

Q Not the size, per se, but any type of similar discussion 

as to the choices to move Villa A and B forward versus B and C. Do 
you recall any of those type of discussions, and did they rise to your 
level? 


A I only recall that there was a discussion to consolidate 
the size of the operation. 

Q But not necessarily which villas? 

A Correct. 

Q And is that a decision that should've been brought to your 


attention? 
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A No. 

Q Do you recall having any general conversations about 

co-locating at this time? 

A No. 

Q Do you recall having any type of discussion about 
co-locating? 

A No. 

Q So not in lune -- you don't recall having a discussion in 
Dune 2011 about co-locating? 

A No, I don't. 

Q Or in December 2011 about co-locating? 

A No, I don't recall. 

Q So that's a discussion that would not come to you or rise 
to your level? 

A I just don't recall there being any discussion on 
co-location . 

Q Do you know who would've had those discussions? 

A No. 

Q Do you recall? 

A I don't recall. 

Q Okay. 

BY MS. DACKSON: 

Q And co-location is one of the requirements under SECCA. Is 
that correct? 

A Yes, co-location is one of the requirements under SECCA 
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where there is a constructed facilityj where the U.S. Government 
constructs a facility for its operation. Then if there are other 
U.S. Government entities that are out there, separate facilities, that 
the requirement would be that they are co-located under the newly built 
facility. 

Q Is it just newly built facilities, or is it also newly 
acquired facilities? 

A To my recollection, I can only recall cases of newly built 
facilities . 

Q And when we're talking about the security of compounds and 
under SECCA, is it your understanding that there are two requirements, 
one being the co-location and the other one being a 100-foot setback? 

A Yes . 

Q Are there other provisions under SECCA that you recall that 

deal with physical security or the security of a U.S. Government 
facility overseas? 

A Those are the two that come to mind. 

Q Okay. So any other standards that we're talking about, 

such as height of wall or anti-climb or drop-arms, those would all fall 
under OSPB standards? 

A Yes . 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q So moving forward, the extension is moving forward, were 

you aware or do you recall any concerns from those on the ground about 
obtaining any type of physical security measure or anything like that. 
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any banniens that they were experiencing or that kind of thing? 

A I recall that there was continuous conversation between the 
Office of Physical Security Programs, the Office of Security 
Technology, and the personnel on the ground about things that, you know, 
the current situation and things that could be done to make 
improvements. I recall there being a discussion about some vehicle 
barriers that the British were offering, and I believe in the end they 
were given to the people on the compound. 

And there were other continual upgrades being made. I recall 
grilling on the windows, that even though the Villas had window 
grilling, there was an office that did not have it or that had 
substandard grilling, and there was a discussion of upgrading the 
grilling on the windows of that compound. 

I recall there being a discussion about creating escape hatches 
within the grills. And I recall an early conversation about 
establishing safe havens, hardened areas within the facilities. Those 
are just some of the ones that come to mind. 

Q Do you recall concerns about the perimeter wall? Were 
those brought to your attention? 

A I recall there being an issue about establishing guard 
platforms on the perimeter wall. And I recall that there was the 
satchel bomb that was placed against the perimeter wall and damage that 
resulted from that. 

Q Do you recall concerns that the RSOs were expressing about 
the landlord's unwillingness to address certain security issues like 
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the penimeten wall? Were those brought to your attention? 

A I don't recall anything about the landlord not wanting to 
address . 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q You said guard platforms or guard towers? 

A Guard platforms. 

Q And those would be like elevated platforms so you could see 
over the wall? I mean^ I'm just wanting -- 

A Yes. Yes. Exactly. 

Q Were those ever funded and built? 

A Yes . 

Q The guard platforms were? 

A Yes . 

Q Is there a distinction between that and a guard tower? 

A There is a distinction between that and a guard tower. A 
tower would be a freestanding entity that gives the guard cover and 
may be placed on the outside of the wall. It may be built into the 
wall or it could be erected behind the well. Platforms generally are 
going to -- it's just that; it's a platform behind the wall. The 
thought behind both is to give the guard an elevated presence so that 
he can see activities going on beyond the wall and on the outside in 
both directions. 

Q Were guard towers requested for Benghazi? 

A I don't recall there being guard towers requested for 
Benghazi . 
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Q Okay. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q Do you recall the mission requesting the assistance of a 
physical security specialist to come do an assessment on B and C? Do 
you recall any conversations or requests coming from Benghazi? 

A No. But we -- there were physical security specialists who 
visited Benghazi. visited Benghazi. 

visited Benghazi. They are physical security specialists. 

Q Once the mission was extended and Villas B and C became the 
compound, do you recall any physical security specialist being sent 
to do an assessment on that, on the new compound per se? 

A I do not. 

Q Okay. Going back, you just talked about your recollection 
of the sort of satchel attack on the perimeter wall. 

A Yes . 

Q How were you notified of the attack? 

A The 8 o'clock meeting that I spoke of the next day, I know 

that that was one of the points that was brought up at that --in that 
briefing. There was also a spot report that was done, that's generally 
done shortly after an incident, and it would have come up on that as 
well . 

Q So were you a recipient of all the spot reports and cables 

that were being sent from Benghazi and Libya to the State Department, 
to DS? Would you have been a recipient on those? 

A Yes. 
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Q And what steps did you take on what did you do after that 
VTC describing the satchel incident? 

A I'm going to confer at that point with Physical Security 
Programs, have them reach out to the personnel that are on the ground, 
give us an assessment of the damage and what are the repairs that are 
going to be needed, and if there is funding that needs to take place 
from us, from Physical Security Programs, in order to get it done. 

Q Is there any revisiting that's done as to maybe we need to 
do something more rather than just repairing and rebuilding the wall? 

A That's a matter that the post personnel on the ground would 
discuss, and then if they recommend that, that discussion would then 
continue with the personnel within Physical Security Programs. 

Q I'm going to show you what is marked as exhibit 10, a 
document . 

Exhibit No. 10 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q For identification purposes, this is State Department 

document C05388866. It is a series of email exchanges from Scott 
Bultrowicz to Charlene Lamb, copying Eric Boswell and the witness. And 
I'll give the witness a second to look at the document. 

A Okay. 

Q And just for the record, as I stated, the witness is on the 
series of email exchanges. And I want to focus on the third email 
exchange as well as the one above it. And in it, PDAS Bultrowicz is 




510 


82 

inquiring of DAS Lamb, as well as to you, as well as Assistant Secretary 
Boswell. 

"Charlene, this along with last week's incident is troubling. 
What is posts current movement operations? " 

In the email above it, she responds and describes that they are 
in lockdown. But I want to focus on the last couple of sentences. "If 
the tide is turning and they are now looking for Americans and 
Westerners to attack, that is a game changer. We are not staffed or 
resourced adequately to protect our people in that type of an 
environment. We are a soft target against the resources available to 
the bad guys there. Not to mention there is no continuity because we 
do everything there with TDY personnel. The cost to continue to do 
business there may become challenging." Unquote. 

Do you recall this email exchange? 

A Yes. I really don't, but I -- yeah. But I'm on here and 
I would have -- 

Q Well, let me ask you this. So this is an email exchange 
that comes subsequent to the second attack on the facility and the same 
day that the U . K . Ambassador ' s motorcade was attacked . And so it seems 
that there is a trend starting or occurring with regard to attacks. 
Were you concerned by these, THIS series of incidents that were 
unfolding? 

A Yes, it would have -- yes, I would have -- I was concerned 
about the activities going on, on the ground in Benghazi. 

Q Did you have any discussions with either Assistant 
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email or just the incidents in general and any type of assessments or 
reviews that needed to be done? 

A I don't recall any specific discussions based on this 
activity^ particularly as it related to the physical security profile. 

Ms. lackson. Beyond those people^ did you direct your people to 
evaluate or reevaluate the physical security stature of the compound? 

Mr. No, I did not direct my people to do so, mainly because 

of their frequent communications with the personnel on the ground in 
Benghazi. So they would have not needed my direction to reach out and 
say: We've seen that this happens, do you need anything from us? 

Ms. lackson. Did your people then bring it to your attention? 
Did they, you know, bring it up to your attention following these 
events, that we've been in discussion with the people on the ground? 



BY MS. BETZ: 

Q lust moving forward to August 2012, and we talked about you 
being a recipient of different cables, were you aware of the Emergency 
Action Committee -- let's take this back. You're aware of an EAC? 

A Yes, I'm familiar with an EAC. 

Q And you're aware of EAC cables that are sent describing 
events and requests that may be forthcoming? 

A Yes, I am familiar with EAC cables. 

Q And were you aware or informed of any EAC cable that came 

out of Benghazi on or around August 15-16? 
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A I don't recall a specific EAC cable from that time. 

Q So no one brought to your attention any concerns or any 

forthcoming requests that may be coming from Benghazi with additional 
physical security requests? 

A I don't recall any specific requests. That's not to say 
that there weren't any made. I just don't recall any specific cable 
from an August EAC. 

Q Well let me ask you this, were you involved in any 
conversations about making the mission permanent at that point in time, 
whether in luly, August? Were you a part of any discussions about the 
future of Benghazi and its future? 

A I recall that somewhere during that timeframe that there 
was a monthly meeting held that was chaired by Under Secretary Kennedy 
and NEA/EX being the other main body there, but also attending the 
meeting with the Diplomatic Security and OBO personnel, of which you 
would cover a list of issues in the NEA region that were of importance 
and they wanted deeper engagement with Under Secretary Kennedy on. 

I know that during one of those meetings during that timeframe 
the question was asked -- that was also coinciding with the time that 
they were asking to extend for the year. And so permanent, not 
necessarily in that word, but what's the future for Benghazi, and I 
think the decision was made that we would remain there until at least 
December of 2012. 

Q Okay. 

Ms. lackson. And so throughout the time that Benghazi was in 



513 


85 


existence, there were these monthly meetings that were chaired by Under 
Secretary Kennedy involving every location within NEA. Is that 
correct? 


Mr. 


Correct. Yes. 


needed more input on. 

Ms. lackson. Okay. 


Well, locations with NEA that they 


BY MS. BETZ: 


Q Let me ask you this. Were there other meetings or task 
force that you were a part of that you were aware that DS was a part 
of that dealt with Libya per se? 

A Yeah, there would've been -- there was a weekly discussion 
with OBO on activities worldwide. And it was called the risk 
management -- the risk meeting, I think is what it was titled. It was 
generally on Fridays. And again, depending on what was going -- you 
know, what were the issues of significance from the previous week, they 
would always go on the discussion agenda. 

Q Do you recall being a part of or DS being a part of the COWG, 
the Contingency Operation Working Group? 

A Yes . 

Q And was that Libya specific? 

A No. No, that was broader than Libya. And -- yes, it was 
much broader than just Libya. Mainly NEA posts, but definitely not 
solely Libya and not solely NEA. NEA, SCA posts seemed to be the major 
locations that were discussed. 

Q Do you recall any other working groups that might have been 
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shared by DAS Lamb on PDAS Bultnowicz about Libya specific? Are you 
aware of any other type of working group or task force? 

A I don't recall any others. 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q lust a couple concluding questions. You said at the very 
outset -- so it has been a while -- that one of the offices that you 
directed dealt with protective equipment^ I believe? 

A Yes . 

Q And I believe you might have mentioned that it included the 
fully armored vehicleSj things like that. Did it also include 
weaponry? 

A YeSj it did. 

Q Okay. Do you recall requests ever coming in from the agents 

in Benghazi that they wanted machine gunSj SAWSj fully automatic 
weapons? 

A NOj I don't. I've seen documentation on what was sent to 
Benghazi^ what was sent to Tripolij but I don't recall there being a 
request for SAWs. That's not to say there wasn't; I just don't recall 
it. 

Q Okay. Who would have been in charge of handling that 
request? 

A For weaponry of that specificity, it would have been the 
decision of the Defensive Equipment Policy Review Board, or it may have 
been called the Firearms Policy Review Board at that time, because 
that's not a type of weapon that is normally deployed, that we normally 
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deploy abroad. So it would have been a decision of that board to 
deploy. 

Q And would those requests have been tunneled through you 
before it went to that board? 

A They would have initially come to DEAV. And DEAV is a 
sitting member on that board, and the office director of Physical 
Security Programs is also sitting director on the board. It's chaired 
by the deputy assistant secretary for training. And so that would be 
the group that would have taken up that issue. 

Q But would you have been informed of it, if -- 

A Yes. Yeah, I would have been informed of it. But I don't 

recall being informed of a request for SAWs. 

Q And if I could just briefly go back to exhibit 1, which was 
the sort of legal opinion as to whether SECCA applied to a facility 
in Benghazi. I'll give you a moment to pull that one out. 


And at the bottom of the first page, I want to go to the -- what 
would be the third paragraph, where it says -- the legal opinion is. 



You've told us before that this was never brought to your 


attention. Is that a correct recollection of that? 
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A Connect. That is connect. 

Q Would you have been that appnopniately senion official that 
it should have been bnought to? 

A It could have been me on someone in my -- within the chain^ 
panticulanly the dinecton of Physical Secunity Pnognams. 

Q As you sit hene and nead this now, would you have expected 
youn people to have bnought this to youn attention, to say we've got 
a unique situation hene? 

A I would have expected them to consult finst with the legal 
team to see what was being discussed and upon thein advice then move 
fonwand fnom that point on. 

Q Okay. And they' ve given thein advice. What would you have 
expected youn people to do with that advice? 

A I'm not undenstanding. I see that thene had been a legal 
opinion nendened and that they followed thein advice based on the legal 
opinion that was nendened. 

Q And so you -- all night. 

Ms. Welchen. And I believe we pneviously discussed that this 
legal opinion was not with negands to the villas that wene ultimately 
occupied, connect? 

Ms. lackson. Well -- 

Ms. Betz . I think we left it undefined. 

Ms. lackson. Uh-huh. 

How many facilities ovenseas wene thene like Benghazi in 2011 and 
2012, whene they wene not officially notified to the host govennment. 
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found to be not -- found that the waivers and exceptions were not 
applicable to them? How many other facilities were there like 
Benghazi? 


Mr. 



I believe Benghazi was the only facility like 


Benghazi? 


Ms. lackson. Okay. That's all I have. 
Ms. Betz . That's all we have. 

Ms. Jackson. We'll go off the record. 
[Recess . ] 


BY MR. KENNY: 


Q We'll go back on the record. The time is 1:30 p.m. 

Ambassadorj again, thank you. Appreciate your patience here 
today, lust have a few follow-up questions regarding some matters that 
were discussed in the previous rounds and then hopefully we can have 
you on your way. 

I'd like to redirect your attention, if I could, to both exhibit 7 
and 8. Exhibit 7 is an email chain that you are not on that includes 
the thread from and then exhibit 8 is the action memo 

dated September 27, 2011. 

And just so the record is clear, there was an assertion at the 
beginning of the hour. I just wanted to ask for you to clarify, at 
the time that you received this memo, at the time the memo was passed 
on to Under Secretary Kennedy, you were serving as the acting principal 
deputy assistant secretary for diplomatic security. Is that correct? 

A That's correct. 
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Q And then fon the purposes of reviewing this memOj at that 
time you represented all of the Bureau of Diplomatic Security's 
interests or equities? 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. And if I could direct your attention specifically 
to exhibit 1 , the second page at the bottom^ you were read the comment 
at the top of this page. The email immediately preceding your 
clearance and the comment that is attached, it appears to be an email 
from to a of other individuals, 

Do you recognize any of these names on this line? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And I'll just read for the record email 

reads, quote: "Please provide comments/clearance on the attached AM 
to M on the future of Benghazi operations by tomorrow at noon. This 
is a redraft of a memo we have cleared before," close quote. 

And just to ask for your understanding of who these individuals 
are, not with specificity, but what level these individuals served 
within the bureau. 

A They're special assistants to the DAS's within the 
directorates of Diplomatic Security. 

Q And you discuss a couple of those DAS positions. But do 
you see here the special assistant for the DAS for international 
programs? 

A I see three. 

Q You see three? Okay. So there were multiple special 
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assistants -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- fon certain -- 

A Connect. 

Q -- deputy assistant secretaries? And is that because some 

of those offices tended to be more busy and required more support from 
special assistants? Is that in general -- 

A I assume that that's the reason. 

Q And so just to understand a little bit about the process 
here. So who it's listed here is a special assistant in 

Assistant Secretary Boswell at the time's office, is requesting a 
comment then from this group of individuals. Did this also include 
your special assistant? 

A It included the special assistant for Countermeasures and 

the special assistant to the director of diplomatic security, yes. 

Q Okay. Thank you. That's helpful. 

So the process, just so that we better understand here, appears 
to be that Ms . is reaching out to the special assistants for these 

various deputy assistant secretaries within the Bureau of Diplomatic 
Security and asking for their input on this memo before it's cleared. 
Is that correct? 

A That is correct. 

Q And then would the role of Ms. be then to receive any 

comments and consolidate those for you to review? 

A Yes . 
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Q Okay. And moving up the chain, the comment that this 
operation continues to be an unfunded mandate and a drain on personnel 
resources, I believe you indicated in the last hour that those weren't 
concerns that were originated within the Countermeasures directorate. 
Is that correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. Do you recall the source of those comments? 

A I do not. 

Q Or which office? Okay. 

A No, I don't. 

Q Okay. But it seems -- to you, does it seem likely that that 
comment originated based on the email below from one of those special 
assistants who would have consulted with their deputy assistant 
secretary? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And at the time, you had no reason to question, 
including this comment, in this particular line? 

A No. 

Q Okay. If I could direct your attention now to exhibit 8. 

The bottom of the first page, there's a line that reads, quote: 
"Because of budget constraints" -- it is the last sentence in the 
paragraph -- quote, "Because of budget constraints and the reduced 
footprint. Diplomatic Security's current presence consists of two 
Special Agents with an additional three slots currently unfilled," 
close quote. 
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And you were asked about youn awareness of staffing^ security 
staffing requirements in Benghazi in the last round. What I'd like 
to ask you now is whether you were aware of, when it refers here to 
budget constraints, what that was referring to. 

A No, I'm not, I'm not aware of what that was referring to. 

Q Okay. In the context here, does it appear to be referring 
to the staffing requirements for Diplomatic Security agents in 
Benghazi? 

A I don't know if it's specific to the staffing requirements 
or overall security operations for Benghazi. 

Q And for the way an action memo would work, because this 
particular sentence references Diplomatic Security, is it your 
understanding that that language or that information would have been 
provided by DS representatives? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. So you believe the source of that sentence came from 
someone within the Bureau of Diplomatic Security? 

A I do. 

Q Okay. And just so we better understand, you did ultimately 
clear on this memo. Is that correct? 

A That is correct. 

Q Okay. And I take it then that you agreed with both the 

recommendations in here that the special mission should be extended 
for 1 year as well as that the lease for Villa A should be dropped and 
the presence should be consolidated to Villa B and C. Is that right? 
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A That's connect. 

Q So Ms. statement whene you clean but thene's a 

comment that's attached to thatj is the punpose of that comment to 
convey in any way that the buneau would not pnovide any of the secunity 
nesounces that wene discussed in this memo? 

A No, that's not the indication. 

Q Okay. Was the comment meant to indicate that the buneau 

wouldn't suppont the continuation of the special mission if it was 
deemed necessany? 

A No. 

Q And you wene asked a senies of questions about the specific 
configunation, whethen Villas A and B vensus B and C. I'd just like 
to ask, at the time that you neviewed this memo, did you have any senious 
concenns about the physical secunity platfonm at the special mission? 

A No, I did not. 

Q Did you believe that the Depantment's pensonnel wene 

occupying an unsafe facility in Benghazi? 

A No, I did not. 

Q And if you had had senious concenns at this time about the 
physical secunity platfonm at the Special Mission Compound, Villas B 
and C, on that pensonnel wene occupying an unsafe facility, would you 
have cleaned on this action memo? 

A I would have noted it in comments similan to what was stated 
fon the othens, and, no, I would not have cleaned. 

Q Sune. 
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And if I could direct youn attention to the bottom of page 3. The 
last line there at the bottom readSj there's an, "Attachment: 

Tab -- Benghazi proposal." Do you recall reviewing a Benghazi proposal 
at this time, some sort of attachment to this action plan? 

A Yeah, I don't have recall of what the Benghazi proposal was. 
Q Okay. We'll go ahead and mark -- this will be exhibit 11. 

Exhibit No. 11 


Was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Kenny. This is a multipage document. It bears the document 
number C05391931. And it's a multipage document, so I'm just going 
to refer you -- I'll provide you an opportunity to review this, if you 
like. I'm just going to focus your attention on the first page and 
then the top of the second page. 


Okay. 
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[1:38 p.m.] 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q Agairij I had asked you to go to page 3 of the action memo 
where it indicates that there is an attachment. As you sit here today^ 
does this document appear to be the attachment that accompanied this 
action memo? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And I would like to read just the middle of the page^ 
of the first page. This document appears to be discussing the various 
options at the time. 

And perhaps before we dig into exhibit 11 a little bit, I would 
like to ask for your understanding of this process, it was apparently 
played out over a holiday period, you were the acting PDAS at the time. 

I will just note that in exhibit No. 7, I believe, Ms. in 

the first email sends a request at 3 p.m. on December 22 and asks for 
clearance by the following day at noon. It seems like a fairly short 
period of time to review this, but she also indicates that this is a 
redraft of a memo. 

Do you recall at this time whether there were other facilities 
that were under consideration and those facilities may have fallen 
through at the last minute, for instance? 

A No, I don't recall. 

Q Okay, that is fine. Maybe I can help refresh your 
recollection with exhibit 11. 

But before we do that, we will start in the middle of the page 
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henej on the first page, it reads, quote: "Given the uncertain future 
for this place and the security environment's evolution over time, we 
did our best to consider all relevant factors. We had several key 
factors in mind when ranking our recommendations, to include current 
and likely future security posture, security enhancements at all sites, 
including the possibility of requesting reasonable waivers, other 
costs -- all of them -- from security to set-up, to break-down, to 
moving, upgrades, equipment/furniture, and life services, general 
quality of life issues. Weighing all of these things, our rank-ordered 
preferences for a new home are as follows: 1. Condense down into 
Villas B&C; 2. Two, move entire operation to Villa E; 3. Condense 
down to Villas A and B; 4. (last resort) Move entire operation to Villa 
D." Close quote. 

Again, here there is a reference to a Villa D. Do you recall a 
discussion about Villa D in the late December timeframe? 

A I do not. 

Q That's fine. Dust directing your attention to the 
discussion that begins on the second page, there is the various 
configurations laid out, appears to be advantages and disadvantages 
listed. For option number 1, which is Villas B and C, if you go to 
the fifth tick, the fifth bullet down, it reads: "Best option from 
a security perspective -- multiple ingress/egress, best footprint and 
setback of the available options, accommodation for TNC guards, 
reasonable upgrades will help harden." Close quote. 

Based on seeing this, is it your understanding -- and first let 



526 


98 

me ask it this way. When you read language like this, evaluating a 
facility from a security perspective, is your expectation that that 
would reflect the view of the RSO or the security professional on the 
ground? 

A Definitely the view of security personnel who had been 
consulted . 

Q Okay. So here does it appear that a security professional 
in Benghazi had evaluated Villas B and C and was making an assessment 
that Villas B and C were the best from a security perspective of the 
various options that were listed? 

A I couldn't say that it was a security professional from 

Benghazi, but I would say that it is definitely from consultations with 
security professionals who understood the situation of those 
facilities in Benghazi. 

Q Okay. But at least here there appears to be some discussion 
about which configuration would be best from a security perspective? 

A Correct. Correct. 

Q And based on that discussion it appears that Villas B and 

C were considered the best security option -- 

A Correct. 

Q --at that time. 

A Yes. 

Q And if Diplomatic Security had had concerns about physical 
security at Villas B and C, would you have expected that to be reflected 
in some way contemporaneous with this action memo? 
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A Yes . 

Q Okay. And did they? 

A Not that I'm aware of. 

Q And, sir, just reading through my notes here, I did have 

one brief question for you. You had had earlier identified four 
potential sources of funding. 

A Yes . 

Q You had PSP, program for security -- Physical Security 
Programs? 


A Yes . 


Q OBO, Overseas Building Operations. You had said the 
International Programs Directorate. Is that DS/IP? 

A That's correct. 

Q And you had also said the Near Eastern Affairs Executive 
Office? 


A Yes . 

Q Is that what is otherwise known as NEA/EX? 

A That is correct. 

Q I would, sir, just like to offer you the opportunity, there 

was a discussion in the last round about some of the physical security 
upgrades that were implemented, and your understanding that they were 
continuing to be implemented at the special mission. I would just like 
to offer you the opportunity, if you would like, to comment on that. 
I know the Accountability Review Board examined the physical security 
platform in Benghazi and they had also documented a series of upgrades 
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that were undertaken. 

So I would just like to offer you the opportunity if you had 
anything you would like it add on that point. 

A No, I think - - I remember covering several of them that were 
done. Had the wall -- we did the platform on the wall. We did install 
drop arms, even though initially the landlord wasn't agreeable to that, 
so drop arms were installed. There were safe havens put in each of 
the residences that was there. It was the grilling done on the windows 
that were not grilled. And those are some of the things that come to 
mind right off the bat. 

Of course there were lots of technical security things done as 
well. An imminent danger notification alarm was put in. There were 
other alarms installed. There were cameras installed around the 
compound. There were digital video recorders installed in the 
compound in order to capture what was there -- to record what was being 
captured on the cameras. 

Q And those were all physical security upgrades that were 
undertaken by your office? 

A That is correct. 

Q And they were funded by your office as well? 

A That is correct. 

Q Do you recall learning that funding from OBO was inhibited 
in any way because of the temporary nature of the facility, that it 
was a short-term lease? 

A I don't recall that conversation. I am aware that it took 
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place. It did not take place with me being present, but I'm aware that 
there were discussions. 

Q Okay. And who would those discussions have taken place 
between? 

A There would have been OBO and my -- and the personnel from 
Security Physical Programs or other individuals. 

Q So individuals underneath you? 

A Correct. Correct. 

Q And I know there has been a lot of discussion about setback 
today. Can you just explain just real briefly why setback is 
important? 

A Setback is important for multiple reasons. The one that's 
most prevalent is the mitigation of a blast impact, that it has been 
discovered that 100 feet -- that a blast equivalent to 5,000 pounds 
of TNT on a new building at 100 feet is -- that is the building is a 
sustainable building from that distance, reducing that distance 
released a higher vulnerability of progressive collapse of a building. 

In addition to blasts, you are provided some other benefits, such 
as standoff from counterintelligence attacks and other technical 
attacks against your facility. And one other very practical one is 
the fact that if there is an intruder on the compound that distance 
of 100 feet from the perimeter to the facade of the building or the 
door provides sufficient reaction time to lock down the building for 
personnel, for the security personnel that are inside. 

Q Okay. And do you know whether -- there has been an extended 
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conversation about, in our discussion today, about setback and what 
the requirements are for it. And I would just like to ask your 
understanding, to the extent that there may have been deficiencies with 
respect to setback at the Special Mission Compound on the night of the 
attacks, do you know if that ended up being a vulnerability that was 
exploited on that night? 

A I do not believe there was a vulnerability that was 
exploited on that night. 

Q Okay. At this point we'd like to shift gears a little bit. 

A Okay. 

Q This is something that we do with all the witnesses that 
come in. There has been a series of public allegations that have been 
made about the attacks over the last 3-1/2 years, and we have asked 
every witness whether they have any firsthand personal knowledge to 
substantiate or corroborate those allegations. I would like to take 
that opportunity to do that with you now. There are about a dozen of 
them so please bear with me. And not asking for you to speculate, just 
asking whether you have any firsthand knowledge of evidence to support 
these allegations. 

First, it has been alleged that Secretary of State Clinton 
intentionally blocked military action on the night of the attacks. One 
Congressman has speculated that, quote, "Secretary Clinton told 
Leon" -- Leon Panetta -- "to stand down, " close quote, and this resulted 
in the Defense Department not sending more assets to help in Benghazi. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton ordered 
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Secnetany of Defense Panetta to stand down on the night of the attacks? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton 
issued any kind of order to Secretary of Defense Panetta on the night 
of the attacks? 

A None. 

Q Nextj it has been alleged that Secretary Clinton personally 
signed an April 2012 cable denying security to Libya. The Washington 
Post Fact Checker evaluated this claim and gave itj quote^ "four 
PinocchioSj" close quote j its highest award for false claims. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton personally signed 
in April of 2012 a cable denying security resources to Libya? 

A None. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton was 

personally involved in providing specific instruction on day-to-day 

security resources in Benghazi? 

A None. 

Q It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton misrepresented 
or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi to his own 
people in order to garner support for military options in Libya in 
spring 2011. 

Do you have any evidence Secretary Clinton misrepresented of 
fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi to his own people 
in order to garner support for military operations in Libya in spring 


2011 ? 
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A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the U.S. mission in Benghazi 
included transferring weapons to Syrian rebels or to other countries. 
A bipartisan report issued by the House Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence found thatj quote, "The CIA was not collecting and 
shipping arms from Libya to Syria, " close quote, and they further found, 
quote, "no support for this allegation," close quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the House Intelligence 
Committee's bipartisan report finding that the CIA was not shipping 
arms from Libya to Syria? 

A None. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the U.S. facilities in 
Benghazi were being used to facilitate weapons transfers from Libya 
to Syria or to any other foreign country? 

A No. 

Q A team of CIA security personnel was temporarily delayed 
from departing the Annex on the night of the attack to assist the Special 
Mission Compound, and there have been a number of allegations about 
the cause and the appropriateness of that delay. 

The House Intelligence Committee issued a bipartisan report 
concluding that the team was not ordered to, quote, "stand down," close 
quote, but that instead there were tactical disagreements on the ground 
over how quickly to depart. 

Do you have any evidence that would contradict the House 
Intelligence Committee's finding that there was no stand-down order 
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to CIA personnel? 

A None. 

Q Setting aside whether you personally agree with the 

decision or think it was the right decisionj do you have any evidence 
that there was a bad or improper reason behind the temporary delay of 
CIA security personnel who departed the Annex to assist the Special 
Mission Compound? 

A No. 

Q A concern has been raised by one individual in the course 
of producing documents to the Accountability Review Board damaging 
documents may have been removed or scrubbed out of that production. 

Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
removed or scrubbed damaging documents from materials that were 
provided to the ARB? 

A None. 

Q Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
directed anyone else at the State Department to remove or scrub damaging 
documents from the materials that were provided to the ARB? 

A No. 

Q Let me ask these questions for documents that were provided 

to Congress. 

Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
removed or scrubbed damaging document from the materials that were 
provided to Congress? 

A No. 
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Q It has been alleged that CIA Deputy Director Mike Morell 
altered unclassified talking points about the Benghazi attacks for 
political reasons and that he then misrepresented his actions when he 
told Congress that the CIAj quote^ "faithfully performed our duties 
in accordance with the highest standards of objectivity and 
nonpartisanship/' close quote. 

Do you have any evidence the CIA Deputy Director Mike Morell gave 
false or intentionally misleading testimony to Congress about the 
Benghazi talking points? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Morell 
altered the talking points provided Congress for political reasons? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that Ambassador Susan Rice made an 

intentional representation when she spoke on the Sunday talk shows 
about the Benghazi attacks. 

I'll try that again. It has been alleged that Ambassador Susan 
Rice made an intentional misrepresentation when she spoke on the Sunday 
talk shows about the Benghazi attacks. Do you have any evidence that 
Ambassador Rice intentionally misrepresented facts about the Benghazi 
attacks on the Sunday talk shows? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged the President of the United States was, 
quote, "virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief, " close quote, on the night 
of the attacks and that he was missing in action. 
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Do you have any evidence to support the allegation that the 
President was virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief or missing in action 
on the night of the attacks? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that a team of four U.S. military 
personnel who were stationed at Embassy Tripoli on the night of the 
attacks were considering flying on a second plane in Benghazi^ were 
then ordered by their superiors to quote, "stand down, " meaning to cease 
all operations. Military officials have stated that those four 
individuals were instead ordered to, quote, "remain in place," close 
quote, in Tripoli to provide security and medical assistance at that 
location . 

A Republican staff report issued by the House Armed Services 
Committee found that, quote, "There was no stand-down order issued to 
U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight in 
Benghazi," close quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the conclusion of the House 
Armed Services Committee that was there no stand-down order issued to 
U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight in 
Benghazi? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the military failed to deploy 
assets on the night of the attack that would have saved lives . However, 
former Republican Congressman Howard "Buck" McKeon, the former 
chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, conducted a review of 
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the attacks, after which he stated, quote, "Given where the troops were, 
how quickly the thing all happened, and how quickly it dissipated, we 
probably couldn't have done more than we did," close quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict Congressman McKeon's 
conclusion? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the Pentagon had military 

assets available to them on the night of the attacks that could have 
saved lives but that the Pentagon leadership intentionally decided not 
to deploy? 

A No. 

Mr. Kenny. And, Ambassador, I believe that's all we have at this 
point. So thank you again. 

We'll go off the record. 

[Whereupon, at 1:58 p.m., the interview was concluded.] 
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U S. Department of State 
571-345*3006 
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SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 
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Se nt; Monday, June 20, 2011 11:22 AM 
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Cc: 

Sukqect: RE; Information Needed for Compound Lease 
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-C05396431 




Suo3eccn<tunrorma?K?fniee3e37orcompound Lease 




Great question. The villa and the compound will have furniture. He covers ail the types of furniture in the overall 
packet. But it will include tables in the main dining area to support up to 30 personnel, meeting area, beds, dressers, 
small fridge's in each villa, dining tables, couches, and chair. The concept of turnkey ready or similar to a hotel slash 
exe c housing. _ 

The Libyans and I have a painful similarity, it is bad spelling. He means gardening as per the phone conversation with 
you. 

Legal contracts are coming as I scan them in. They are all in Arabic, I will cc translator in Cairo, but I do not think he can 
get them translated tonight, 




Will the villas have furniture? If not who will provide it? 

In his most recent proposal Mr^^Kays he will provide "guarding works.” Is this right? Won't we get guards thru the 
life support contract? 



This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From! 

Sent: (hursdav. June lb. 2011 7:31 PM 


Subji 




; information Needt 




There are two warehouses that are under construction just inside of the main gate. He needs to complete a roof on one 
and is turning the other into a large covered garage area. We don't need them, but have provided guidance that they 
should be completed. The security review also noted that the main warehouse has a large door frame facing external of 
the compound onto the main street and needs a door (there is no internal doors), /^ain, he is completing as they 
should be completed regardless of us occupying the compound, but I do not believe they represent a failure point to 
occupying. 


I 


You can see them in the pictures provided yesterday. 


540 


.C05396431 



From:| 

Sen] 


HI 3:30 PM 


leeded for compound Lease 


In his latest proposal, he talks about warehouses. What's with them? 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From:^ 

Se nt; thut^ay, June'T5f_203Xj408_P^ 

SuDject^EnnformatioriN^ed for Compound Lease 


I have forwarded on the questions to^^^|regarding the property. I have populated what I thought was correct below. 
We will talk to him in an hour and will follow up with more information early tomorrow. 

1. Full name and address of the landlord. First Last Name/ ID 

2. Full name of signatory for the USG and his office Chris Stevens US Special Envoy Benghazi. Libya 

3. Address of the property 

4. Legal description of the property 

5. Physical description of the structures on the property 
SITE DESCRIPTION. 

1. Villa Compound Description: The proposed compound would be a single walled compound to cover both 
residences and office space. The compound consists of the following living areas. 

12 two bedrooms units with living room, kitchen, bathroom (57 sqm each) 

4 one bedroom units with living room, kitchen, bathroom (57 sqm each) 

2 executive units with 2 bedrooms, living room, kitchen, office, bathroom (95 sqm each) 

1 compound kitchen and dining area (160 sqm) 

1 multi-use struaure and connected bathroom area (120 sqm) 

2 cement/stone villas 

6. Payment information for tiie landlord, i.e. name of bank, account numbers, and wiring instructions. 

7. Additional equipment and services to be provided by the landlord, i.e. what security upgrades he will do. 

Services 

Electrical services, water services, grounds maintenance, gardening, plumbing, repair of mechanical 
/generator/electrical/appliances. Provide phone and cable service. 

Security 

Fix block wall/perimeter wall, install chain link fence to separate living compound from open area, trim back all 
hedges/growth along perimeter wall and patiiway, complete upgrades to both front and back rolling gates, complete 
exterior warehouse door, complete exterior sti-eet side warehouse wall, acquire 27 meter setback on wall near residential 
area 


Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2011 12:12 PM 


4 



TO! 

Sul 


for Compound Lease 




Chris, 

For the compound, I need the following information: 

1 . Full name and address of the landlord. 

2. Full name of signatory for the USG and his office. 

3 Address of the property 

4. Legal description of the property 

5. Physical description of the structures on the property, e.g. three-story villa with basement. 

6. Payment information for the landlord, i.e. name of bank, account numbers, and wiring instructions. 

7. Additional equipment and services to be provided by the landlord, i.e. what security upgrades he will do. 

Thanks, 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 
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EXHIBIT 2 

STATE DEPT • REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT SENOHAZl COMM 

Rf VIF'.\T r : CR 5rNS!’’'.'r THMA'IOS djrsuant TOMOU no FOIA waiver. 
^^^^^BHHIico5397r~~ Dnin io.'2c 


CLASSinonON; ONCUSSIFIED 


C05397277-.MOU 


1 o1 1 


Krum: 

Rakicr. Chrislophct A 

I n: 

IXutbck. Kobon VI 

Sulijccl: 

Hcnghn/i Comptuind 

Svnl: 

600/2011 ? 20 13 PM 

8ob. 



Ttiii ti to confirm iiui » Otiermmttton hat been mAde by OS that no waiven or eicrpiions to security 
ttandaros are needed for the ttenghati compound property 

Chris 

This emari 4 UNCLASSIFIED 


CLASSIFICATION: UNCLASSIFIED 


PnnieO 8 y Ooubeh. Roliert W 
Page ] or ] 


C0$397277 Date: 10/20/2015 

STATE DEPT • REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMM 
REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU NO FOIA WAIVER 
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RPTS DEAN 
DCMN HERZFELD 

COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOVERNMENT REFORM^ 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES^ 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 


INTERVIEW OF: ERIC BOSWELL 


Tuesday, luly 9, 2013 

Washington, D.C. 

The interview in the above matter was held in Room 2247, Rayburn 
House Office Building, commencing at 10:00 a.m. 
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That does not include the militias. We would not have vetted 
individuals in the militias j just as we wouldn't vet policemen in Paris 
standing outside our Embassy. But I am quite certain that there was 
a careful examination by the Embassy of whether they felt the 
February 17 Martyrs Brigade militia was the right kind of thing. 

Q I'm going to introduce as Exhibit 1 the unclassified ARB 
just to go through a couple of passages there. 

[Boswell Exhibit No. 1 

was marked for identification.] 

BY MR. ONLY: 

Q On page 30j the last paragraph on the pagej the first 
sentence saySj "Another key driver behind the weak security platform 
in Benghazi was the decision to treat Benghazi as a temporaryj 
residential facilityj not officially notified to the host governmentj 
even though it was also a full-time office facility." 

Some questions came up at our May 8th hearing aboutj you knowj 
who can get waivers from OSPB and SECCA standards. Did you have any 
insight as to how that waiver process or the OSPB standards were applied 
to the mission in Benghazi? 

A Some. Firstj exceptions to OSPB standards are my 
responsibility. Waivers to SECCA could some fall in my areaj but most 
go higher than me by law. This was -- Benghazi waSj in factj a temporary 
mission facility. There was some discussion in the paper that the NEA 
Bureau sent forward regarding extending it as to whether there might 
be -- there was a discussion in an annex to the paper -- I had not seen 
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itj I saw it afterwards -- as to whether -- as to whether any waivers 
or exceptions would be required. There was no decision in that paper 
about that matter. 

I should describe to you a little bit what the process is. For 
any kind of waiver or exceptionj it originates usually with a post. 
A post will sayj we need an exception to OSPB standards for reason Xj 
Y or Z; we can't find a property big enough. That request is fed to 
the Countermeasures Directorate in the State Department^ which works 
for me. There is then a very intensive paper process of leading up 
to ultimately a decision document that either goes to me or higher. 

There was no such decision document that came to me regarding 
Benghazij and my assumption is that -- wellj I wasn't looking for one^ 
but my assumption is that there was no decision document because it 
was a temporary facility. SECCA and OSPB apply to permanent facilities 
that are notified to the host country government. It does not apply^ 
it is my understandingj to temporary facilitieSj of which we have very 
few. Nevertheless we are all very aware of OSPB standards^ and we try 
our very best to get as close as possible to those standards whether 
a waiver is necessary or not. We just try to get as close as we can^ 
and we did in the case of Benghazi. 

BY MR. BEATTIE: 

Q Could I ask a follow-up to that? 

In my hearing you say that in the case of Benghazi^ because it 
was as temporary facilityj it was essentially a nonwaiverable facility. 
Would that be a fair way to think about it? In other wordSj a waiver 
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would not be required? 

A It is the latter^ the feeling that a waiver would not be 
required because it was a temporary facility. 

Q Okay. Thanks. 

A By the way^ waiver requests are reviewed by the State 
Department lawyer en route to me. 

BY MR. ONLY: 

Q So to your knowledge there was never -- who made the 
decision that it would be a temporary facility and not -- no waivers 
need apply? 

A I'm not sure who made the decision that it would be a 
temporary facility. It was sort of understood thatj you knowj when 
Chris Stevens went into Benghazi in Aprils he was going be there for 
a short period of timej and that got extended. And even when you look 
at the -- I don't know if the word "temporary facility" is in the memo 
that went up to Under Secretary Kennedy. I think it waSj but I don't 
know for sure. But when you extend a facility for 1 year^ that's 
obviously not a permanent facility. A permanent facility is going to 
be in business for indefinitely. 

Q So it was just assumed because of that that there would be 
no waivers? 

A Yeah. It was extended. Its temporary nature was extended 
for a year. 

BY MR. BEATTIE: 

Q You said the memo that went to Under Secretary Kennedyj 
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Other standards. I think it's highly likely that an Embassy asking 
for such a thing would be told by the Department this is not going to 
be approved. It's an exception to a standard that we hold very 
close -- that we pay a lot of attention to and it would not be -- it 
would not be wise. 

Q I'm sorry, when you say the Department would say no, who -- 

A Diplomatic Security would not support it. 

Q DS. There was discussion during the last hour about the 

types of policies and standards that applied to Special Mission 
Benghazi. Dust given your experience, you were the chair of the 
Overseas Security Policy Board, can you just explain just real briefly 
what the Board does, the types of policies, standards, the agreements 
they develop and promote? 

A Sure. The Overseas Security Policy Board is an interagency 
board, which is chaired by DS. It meets regularly, I'd say several 
times a year, and it has to do with standards, security standards. 
It is an attempt, and I think a very effective attempt, to get 
interagency agreement on standards that apply to all of them, all of 
those agencies which are represented overseas in embassies. 

Q Okay. Turning specifically to the special mission 
compound in Benghazi, did OSPB security standards apply to that 
facility? 

A I'm not aware that they did. I never got a request for a 
waiver for such standards. 

Q You're saying you're not aware, but in your opinion, did 
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they apply? 

A In my opinion j they did not apply because they -- in my 
opinionj the standards apply to permanent facilitieSj not temporary 
ones. Having said thatj as I mentioned previously^ in any place we 
have people we do our best to get as close^ because OSPB standard is 
the standard for uSj it's the gold standard j and we try to get as close 
as we can to it. 

BY MR. KNAUER: 

Q And isn't it the case that you're facing very limited 
options in many parts of the world? 

A There are places where you simply can't comply with the 
standards and do business. For examplej there could be a place where 
you can't get the setback that you need. To give you an examplej our 
U.S. Embassy in Ottawaj Ottawaj Canadaj which is a new embassy 
constructed maybe 15 years agOj relatively new embassyj is situated 
in a spot that does not have the 100-foot setback that is requiredj 
that is a standard. There was an evaluation done at the time of whether 
that waiver -- whether that problem could be mitigated. It was 
determined that it couldj and so that's a waiver of a standard. It 
happens . 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q And just out of curiosityj do you have a sense of how many 
diplomatic posts around the world don't meet the OSPB standards? 

A I don't really have a -- I don't really have a sensej but 
I -- nOj I don't really have a sensej but it's not unusual. It's not 
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unusual. 

Q Is it a large number? 

A I don't really know. 

BY MR. KNAUER: 

Q Is it more than 10? 

A Ohj yeahj I'd say -- 

Q More than 20? 

A Certainly. I've approved a number of waivers like thatj 

yeah. 

Q I guess what factors into this is that you have to make a 
decision as to whether or not you ' re going to do business in that region 
or not and you have to determine if it's important enough to do business 
there that you have to find a facilityj in some cases even if it doesn't 
meet these standards? 

A Yes. And you would do everything you could to get as close 
to those standards as you possibly could. In the specific case of 
Benghazi^ we were aware thatj you knowj the villas they had rented would 
not meet. Everybody was aware of it. Ambassador Stevens was aware 
of it. The Department as a whole was aware that this did not meet 
standards. But what we did was put as much effort into it as we could 
to get as close as possible to the standards. 

The most important consideration for Benghazi^ the greatest 
threat that we were worried about -- wellj there were two greatest 
threats that we were worried about. One is an attack on our vehicles 
when we are moving and the other is a car bomb or an lED of some sort. 
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The reason we had --we went into a villa complex in Benghazi that was 
of the size it waSj was to give us the best possible standoff against 
an lEDj which was the common form of attacking something in that part 
of the world. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q SOj would you say then the focus was less on determining 
whether an exception to an OSPB standard might be neededj the first 
priority would always be how can we bring a facility up to snuffy up 
to these types of standards? 

A We do everything we can to bring a facility -- can I just - - I 
didn't overhear -- we do everything we can to bring ourselves up to 
standardj that's the standard we try to meet. 

Q Referring now to the Secure Embassy Construction and 

Counterterrorism Act security requirementSj so-called SECCA 
requirements -- 

A SECCA. 

Q -- these relate to collocation and setback. In your viewj 
did these apply to the Special Mission Benghazi? 

A NOj they do not apply to Special Mission Benghazi. They 
apply to permanent facilities j embassies or consulates. They do not 
apply to -- 

Q And when we say a permanent^ is it the timeframej the fact 
that a facility might be on a lease or only authorized for a certain 
period of timej is that what would make a facility temporary? Does 
it need to be formally notified to the host nation as well? 
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A The Benghazi facility was never formally notified to the 
host nation. That's the point. It was not notified to the host nation 
as a diplomatic facility. 

Q And because it wouldn't formally notified^ it wasn't a, 
technically speakings a diplomatic facility that would bring it under 
the requirements -- 

A Under SECCA. 

Q -- under SECCA. 

A Yes. SECCA also -- SECCA applies to newly acquired j newly 
constructed buildings. SECCA does not apply^ for examplej to Embassy 
Paris. SECCA can't. OSPB does. 

Q Okay. Had a decision been made to make a post permanent? 
You had mentioned that there was a process one would have to undertake 
in order to seek a waiver or an exception. Could we just revisit that 
process? I think you had mentioned where specifically that would be 
initiated. Who specifically would initiate that process? 

A It would be -- sorry. Did I cut you off? 

Q Please. 

A It would be initiated at a post or possibly in the Office 
of Overseas Buildings. When they were designing a buildingj I knew 
they wouldn't be able to meet a certain standard because of the 
configuration of the plot or something like that. They might initiate 
itj I imagine. But generally^ an exception request is initiated by 
a postj and at some point in the process the post formally -- the 
ambassador formally signs off on it. 
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Q Okay. And just to be as clear as possible on thiSj there 
seems to be some lingering confusion about whether waivers or 
exceptions were required or sought in the case of Special Mission 
Benghazi. In your viewj neither an exception to OSPB or a waiver to 
SECCA requirements was required? 

A I never received a request for a waiver j and so -- and I 
did not believe that OSPB standards --a waiver was or an 
exception -- exception is the term of art -- for OSPB standards. An 
exception^ formal exception would be required. 

Q So you didn't believe that an exception would be required 
for OSPB standards? 

A Right. 

Q And the SECCA requirements? 

A Didn't apply. 

Q Didn't apply. 

A Not a newly acquired^ newly constructed embassy or 

consulate. 


Q Sorry to belabor the pointy Ambassador. 

A Sure. 

Q Then a waiver was not necessary? 

A A waiver was not necessary. 

Q Okay. I would like to turn now and ask a few questions just 
about Charlene Lambj who is the Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
International Programs. 

A Uh-huh. 
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Regional Director 
Near East and North Africa 

In accordance with the policies and procedures outlined in Executive Order 12958, this e-mail is UNCLASSIFIED 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


Sen t; Monday. July 04. 2011 3:59 A M 

To:^ 

Subject; RE: Benghazi info 

further info on the proposed property. We're referring to our current residence as Villa A and the 
neighboring property as Villa B. 

Description of compounds: 

MGRS for Villa “A” compound (current location): 34S DA 13403 47664 
MGRS for Villa “B” compound proposed addition); 34S DA 13312 47608 

Residential and office structures on both compounds are solid masonry. Both villas include grill work on 
windows. Landlord has agreed to install grill work on the stand-alone office building located on Villa “B” 
compound. All structures include solid wood core doors with deadbolt locks. 

Mission personnel moved to Villa “A” on June 21 . Current lease expires o/a July 21 with an option to extend 
an ^ditional 30 days. The Mission will seek out a longer-term lease deal to allow for occupation of both Villa 
“A” and neighboring Villa “B”. 

Villa “B” compound is just west of (and adjacent to) our current compound and contains two structures: one 
residential building and a stand-alone office building. Wall separating the two neighboring compounds will 
remain in place. Landlords will punch a hole in this wall large enough to allow vehicles to travel between the 
two properties. This will allow us to restrict vehicle access to the Villa “A” compound only. Any vehicles 
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requiring access to Villa B, will enter Villa “A” compound and drive into the Villa “B” compound via this 
internal access point. 

Villa “A” compound has bed space for seven and will continue to house both the commo area and RSO TOC. 
Envoy will live and work in Villa “A.” 

Villa “B” compound has bed space for ten (or more) and will serve as the Mission’s primary office space. 

DS Agents will live and work on both compounds for purposes of providing internal defense and a 
communications link. 

Visitor/delivery access to the Mission will be restricted to Villa “A” (Bravo Gate) - north end. “Bravo” 
includes both a pedestrian and vehicle gate manned by Transitional National Coimcil (TNC) armed security and 
DS. For reference, a quiet dirt road runs along the north of both compounds. A paved, two-lane road runs 
along the south of the compounds. 

Physical Security Upgrades: 

No immediate physical security upgrades are required before occupancy. Compound perimeter walls are 
approx, four-meters in height. Razor wire would provide anti-climb but would greatly raise our profile since we 
are situated in a residential neighborhood; locally, razor wire is used primarily at government installations. 
Blending into the neighborhood and maintaining a low profile are important elements in the Mission’s overall 
security posture. Razor wire not recommended. 

Residential and office structures have significant setback. Concrete barriers/planters not required. 

Existing vehicle gates are made of steel and in good condition. No modifications necessary. 

Both Villa “B” vehicle access points (north and south) will be permanently blocked using armored vehicles 
and/or heavy scrap machinery (already on the property). Villa “A” has two vehicle access points (north and 
south) used for Mission vehicles during the day; diese will be blocked using annored vehicles overnight. 

Landlords do not support major modifications to their properties, including the installation of drop arms. Risk 
will be mitigated by pennanently blocking two of the four vehicle access points. Non-Mission vehicle and foot 
traffic will be channeled to Villa “A” Bravo gate (north). Screening efforts will be concentrated to one area. 

Technical Security: 

Installation of cameras and monitors is permitted with the condition that all equipment is removed upon lease 
expiration/termination. Putting holes in the masonry and similar modifications will need to be minimized (and 
discussed with landlords before installation begins). 

Emergency Action Planning: 

DS Benghazi will establish emergency procedures to include a compoimd defense plan. Safe havens for all 
three hardened structures (two villas and one office building) will be pre-designated. In addition to existing 
HLZs throughout the city, we’ll look at the feasibility of a hasty HLZ on the south end of the Villa “B” 
compound. 

LGF: 
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Per AQM, the contractor providing life services/LGF may not incur any expenses until authorized to do so by 
the Department. Per the existii^ contract, LGF includes a shift supervisor and ten guard positions. Initially, the 
villa expansion plan will not require LGF support. Tripoli FSNl and LGF Commander arrive on 07/05 and will 
provide us with additional resources. Should we require LGF support in the future, the contractor will be able 
to provide bodies in a matter of days (NOTE: a list of candidates has been submitted to host country for vetting, 
same list provided to DS/EP. As necessary, Tripoli FSNI will assist with candidate screening and Tripoli LGF 
Commander will be in charge of training and inspections. End NOTE). In addition to DS agents and two FSN 
personnel, three TNC armed officers are posted on the compound 24/7. Should the villa expansion be 
approved, a fourth TNC position will be requested (two per villa). LGF requirraiente will be assessed on a 
regular basis and incorporated as needed. 

DS Staffing: 

When Mission staffing returns to 17, 10 ofthese positions will be DS. Of the 10, 6 would reside in Villa “A” 
and 4 in VUla “B”. RSO TOC will be staffed 24/7. 


From: 

S CTt; Monday, July 04, 20 11 2:02 AM 
Subject: RE; Benghazi info 

the Villa B property next door is the best candidate in this limited real estate environment for providing the 
additional housing and limited office space needed and the owner's rep, man also has our life services contractor, met 
with Post on Sunday to conduct a more thorough walk thru of the property with the Special Envoy and owner of Villa A. 
The B property is in move in condition and has a 4 meter perimeter wall and will require minimum u^rades. Owner's 
rep agreed to demolish a small section of the perimeter wall between the two compounds for an access gate to 
connect; although the Villa windows have grills installed, he agreed to put grillwork on all the office structure windows 
since some of these rooms will be converted to bedrooms. Additionally, he agreed to provide an emergency generator 
and to reposition some old/rusting manufacturing equipment that is on the grounds to block and seal one of two vehicle 
access gates. 

The RSO intends to utilize an armored vehicle to block the other vehicle gate on lot B which will allow for limited 
deliveries of supplies by the life services contractor. This approach will allow for Post to minimize the number of LGP 
positions required since the intent is to conduct all motorcade activities from the Executive/ Villa A compound. Post has 
given the life services contractor our requirements for this compound so that he can prepare his proposal for leasing this 
adjacent property which will then be the subject of negotiations between the owner's rep and OBO real estate. We 
await presentation of proposal and supporting documentation for Villa's A and B. regards, | 


From; 

Se nt; Sunday, July 03,20 11 2:11 AM 
Subject: RE: Benghazi info 

the scenario here changes by the hour, the below property is on our rear and is no longer in the mix. We have 
been told that the Polish delegation is supposed to look at it on Sunday so they can move out of hotel. On Saturday just 
before the conference call, the owner of the Villa we reside in was here for a meeting and he called the owner of the 
property next to our Villa on the front side to see if he would be willing to lease to us and he said yes, why not. We went 
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over and had a tour. Envoy liked it and this what was discussed during the call. We rae to return there today for more 
detailed inspection and the owner has been asked to give us a cost to lease and is willing to put doorway in their 
common perimeter wall for walking access between the two. 

It has a good size villa that can sleep 7 along with large common area and kitchen area that could serve as the mess hall. 
Next to the villa is a small office building with large exc office and four smaller offices , all have appropriate furniture 
installed. This too has excellent setback on all sides and some of these offices could be turned into two person 
bedrooms down the line . 

The compound is approximately 100 to 125 meters wide and about 200 to 250 meters long with two separate vehicle 
gates. It has a perimeter wall around it which will need some barbed wire on two of four sides that face the street at 
either end, wail is about 10 feet high but it has lattice work atop which provides hand/foot holds which needs to be 
neutralized. One vehicle gate facing main roadway would be closed and blocked with the other gate available for 
service truck deliveries. This gate fronts on the same lightly used residential street that are current Villa ^ces. in 
discussions with the RSO, it was his thinking that ail motorcade activities by this Mission would be staged at our current 
Executive Villa. More detailed psd plan wilt be developed and the RSO can implement once we have a notice to proceed 
since the PSD contract is signed and has 700 meters of barbed wire in it along with an option to put up more if we need 
it.. 

Based upon OBO input during conference call, it appears that a separate lease will have to be done for each Villa and 
this will take some time to work out the details, have Legal's blessing and get the documents signed. I have a seat on 
the 7/08 Friday 2100 sup{X>rt flight to Souda Bay which the Envoy has approved. More to come on this proposed 
property option to stay put in the Executive Villa and take over the adjacent support Villa. | 



Subject: Re: Benghazi info 

Thanks for the update I agree with your recommendation on the PSD rep. I'll be on the Saturday call. | 



Subject; RE: Benghazi info 

there is no contracting officer at Post so everything involving leasing and contracts is handled by Washington. 

PSD related Upgrades would not be allowed to start until after a WDC contracting officer comes to post , signs a contract 
and issues a notice to proceed. Last night we looked at a lai^e residence directly behind the Villa we currently occupy. 
Envoy came over right away to give look see and likes it and will discuss with WDC in next conference call. This can sleep 
about 11/ 12 folks and a hole in the perimeter wall will allow access between the two compounds with no problems.. 

My Intent is to walk thru with tdy/RSO whatever property is decided upon over next few days and identify feasible 
upgrades, if not the same as those already in our PSD upgrade contract, we too go back to having a new contract issued 
which is a time consuming process. Problem will be contracts again and their need for detail and once again OBO real 
estate which will negotiate long distance with the owner and then run the draft lease thru L for ok. There Is no 
management officer here to further complicate an already difficult environment. 
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So , If it is determined that PSD must have a rep here, I would recommend that PSD rep be on the ground only after 
real estate has engaged in final stage of negotiation with landlord. Post has the Villa we are in until iuly 21 with an 
option to extend another 30 days so we have some flexibility. 

Also, our current landlord appears to be vrorking the phones because another neighbor has just expressed an interest in 
renting his house to us so we will be looldng at another adjacent property, | 

From: 

Sent^ridayJujy0W01^;54PM 

^^^BSihotmaii.com' 

Subject: FW; Benghazi info 


Sorry the Villa compound deal fell through, but the property that's two blocks from the Villa site sounds promising. 
We'll have to see how things play out over the next several days and then make a determination as to whether PCB 
pre^ce to coordinate security upgrades for the selected property is needed beyond your planned July 8 departure. 

wants to have PCB on the ground to ensure the upgrades are carried out in accordance with our plans, so if we 
face that situation 1 see two options: either you would remain there for the additional time required or we send in 
another PCB officer to replace you. 

Please keep me looped in on your messages. 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


Sent: Friday, July 01, 2011 9:49 AM 

To: 

Cc: 

Subjed;: FW: Benghazi info 


From: [mailto:^^^^^hotmail.a)m] 

Subject: Benghazi info 

DS server not available to me from here so please share wifti | 


lover in NEA/EX. 


We have three c^ons available for accommodations sinre the proposed new facility fell through, we stay put and 
dev^op the ac^cent vacant plot of land which the Villa owner also owns; we re-visit and look at one property that was 
previously ruled out by Post during last search and we visit another property which was recenetly brought to our 
attention. 


Adjacent lot is doable if residential aruj furnished trailers can be located within the city, local contact trying to ascertain 
this info now along with costs. Problem will be make ready costs for trailers for site preparation, water, sanitation and 
power. Our rontact gave us a preliminary estimate of 200k for trailers along with anotoer for site prep and make ready. 
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Leasing property cost yet to be determined. 

We visited a compound this am that our contact was aware of which is only ywo blocks away from our Villa site and ft 
is in near move in rondltiCMi with no ownership issues unlike last property. It is 200 meter by 300 meters with utilities, 
water and a combination of pre feb structures and residential trailers that can easily accommodate 35 staff. It has a 4 
meter wall around tee enbre compound and an office pre fab with about 10 offices and an executive office. Since this 
structure is in a comer, problem is setback. There Is a vacant tot to the rear that can be blocked off with large rocks to 
prevent access when we track down the owner to get ok. I propose an 8 feet wide and 10 feet high wall of sandbags in 
a U configuration that would be placed at the end of the trailer nearest the wall for blast mitigation. Then we place 
concrete jersey barriers curbside for a setback of 26 feet and if we can, move these barriers out to take over one lane of 
trafRc to gain an additional 10 feet of setback. This end of the buildir^ can be left 'racanfc during reduced staffing period 
to achieve additional setback. Two manual drop arm barriers to protect two vehicle access gates. We have our PSD 
upgrade contract signed and ready to go just need a compound to harden. It should be noted that all residential 
structures enjoy setback of at least 70 feet from the perimeter wall. Move in could be well within a few days. 

Third compound we visit later this evening, but this one had been visited before by Post and the problem was setback for 
tee two story structures, they are apparantely built adjacent to perimeter wall with little setback. But we will give it 
another look see to see if we can make It work. Our contact said this facility will need alot of make ready work with move 
in of about thirty to 45 days. 

I briefed the Special Envoy on our tentative findings and told hin that we continue to gather cost data for presentation to 
Dept, hopefully during next cobnference call. 

I advised him that I can stay at Post all next week to assist in th^roject with departure on Friday july 08 support flight 
and he said yes, and that he had no problem with this proposal. | 
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From: 

Sent; 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Tuesday. September 27, 2011 2:29 PM 




FW: Article for DS Countermeasures publication 
Behghazi 9-27-1 1 .docx 


AttachmentsClassification: 

UNCLASSIFIED 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 


You may or may not have seen this. Good photos of home away from home- U.S. Mission Benghazi. 


From: Stevens, John C 

Se nt; Tuesday, Septemb er 27, 2011 1:53 PM 

To:^ 

Cc: 

Subject: FW: Article for DS Countermeasures publication 

- Here's an article that came to me today from I don't know him but he works in an office in DS. The 

article Is for a specialized DS publication and focuses on Mission Benghazi's physical security. D^oi^ws want to clear 
this back in Washington? I have made a few minor edits. Otherwise it looks ok to me. Cc'ing^^^^Hso you can 
pass the NEA clearance. Thanks, C 


From: 

Sent; Tuesday, September 27, 2011 9:31 AM 
To: Stevens, John C 

Subject: FW: Article for DS Countermeasures publication 
For you Sir. 



TOG Manager 

DS Command Center Technical Operations Group - DS/CC/TOG 

Countermeasures Program - DS/ST/CMP 

Olgoonik Global Security, LLC Support Contractor 

Desk Phone: 571 345 7573 

Fax: 571 345 3125 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 



Sen t; Tuesday, September 27, 2011 8:45 AM 

To; 

Cc: 

Subject: Article for DS Countermeasures publication 
Good morning, and Mr. Stevens. 
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Just as an FYl, I am sending you a draft of an article that is slated for the Spring Summer 2012 issue of the PROFILE, a 
publication of DS’ Countermeasures Directorate. 

This article is based on input provided by^^^^^^^and ^^^^^^^about their work in Benghazi. 

Thank you. 


• PROFILE Editor • DS/C/ST • WRSystems I 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 
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Physical Security Programs Makes a Move in Benghazi 


By Editor 


DS/C/ST 


Even before U.S. Embassy Tripoli was evacuated in February 2011, DS' Physical Security Programs 
(PSP) was actively looking for a secure location where the Department could safely conduct 
diplomacy in Libya. In April, the Department sent a i2-person diplomatic team to the rebel stronghold 
of Benghazi. As the standoff between rebels and pro-Gaddafi forces ensued, Physical Security 
Specialists (both DS/PSP/PCB) deployed to Benghazi in succession 
and successfully moved the Department’s expeditionary diplomatic presence to a secure location. 


Assessing the situation on the ground 

It is not unusual for PSP personnel to go TDY in politically unstable regions and in the wake of natural 
disasters. And is certainly no stranger to adverse working conditions. But Benghazi 

had a quite a surprise in store for him. 


^^Vlew into Benghazi from France with two NEA Foreign Service officers on an IL-76 cargo plane 
carrying.four fully armored vehicles (FAV) and a communications kit. Upon arrival in Libya, he linked 
I up with the Department’s special e nvoys - from -DS Protective Detail that had established offices and 
residence at the Tibesti Hotel located along a lagoon near the Mediterranean Port of Benghazi. 


^^Hgoal was to evaluate the hotel’s security; come up with a plan to implement field-expedient 
upgrades; and in a parallel action identify and establish a more secure location. He found several 
security vulnera bilitie s associated with the high-profile hotel where other diplomats and foreign 
journalists stay. ^|also found several physical security vulnerabilities and issues with hotel 
compound and personnel access control, such as the lack of vehicle anti-ram barriers and a secure 
parking area for the Department’s nine FAVs; and the lack of proper physical security at personnel 
access control entrances, the hotel floor, and to the office suite. 


^^Bimmediately began the search for a more suitable location and drew up plans for a move. In the 
interim, he worked with hotel security and the Benghazi chief of police to rapidly implement field- 
expedient security measures. Further, ^^Isubmitted a comprehensive briefing to the DS senior 
leadership and the s pecial envoy that captured the current security situation and provided an action 
plan to mitigate risk. ^Halso briefed the assistant secretary for NEA during the latter’s visit to 
Benghazi. 

A c ar bo mb detonates in the hotel parking lot 

As was making his dally rounds of the hotel perimeter, a car bomb detonated 50 meters behind 
him. Large, flaming chunks of debris hurtled 100 meters down the sidewalk where^^B had been 
walking just 10 seconds earlier. 


“I was in close proximity to the explos ion. After the initial detonation I knew a sympathetic 
detonation was imminent," said “So I snapped a few quick photos as I moved away as quickly 
as possible. Three other cars were soon engulfed in flames, exploded, and eventually burned out. 
Fortunately, there were no fatalities.” 


Gaddafi forces were believed to have placed and timed this car explosion to coincide with a press 
conference that the Transitional National Council was holding at the time. Within a week of this 
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attack and due to existing and emerging threats, e Department personnel were moved to a more 
secure temporary location in the middle of the night. 

Finding a home for post 

^Hvisited over 12 potential sites — villas and compounds In and around Benghazi in search of a site 
that was suitable from a security perspective and that had enough capacity to handle the projected 
personnel increase of the mission. in conjunction with the special envoy, selected a man-camp 
compound that had been built for use by oil companies working In that area. He also identified a 
back-up site, initially the Seven Star, and later Villa A. 


At this point, ^^Hwas ditrected by senior DS leadership to go directly to Sana'a, Yemen, to assit 


post with mitigation of an imminent threat. Due to | 
who deployed to Benghazi shortly after I 
moved Into Villa A. 


I departure, the baton passed to| 
■departure and shortly after the Mission 


^^^|job was to find a more permanent facility that could eventually accommodate 25 
Department personnel — ^this before the lease ran out on Villa A, the temporary location where nine 
staff members were working and sleeping at the time. Initially identified a pre-fab “man camp" 

temporary structure, often used by oil companies working in that region. But at the eleventh hour 
before the scheduled signing of the lease, information surfaced that the property had legal issues, 
which meant the deal had to be scrapped. 


^^|resumed the search with the help of a local contractor, while staff members continued to work 
and live in rather cramped spaces in Villa A. He evaluated other sites, but each presented with less 
than ideal scenarios. Problems included the lack of sufficient setback; too much construction needed 
to create proper perimeter and access control; or simply the lack of proper documentation. 


A bit of serendipity 

When the owner of Villa A, who happened to be in town for a short visit, heard of the Department’s 
predicament, he made a p hone c all to his neighbor who offered to rent out his property, which was a 
stone's throw frPm Villa A. ^^Isays, “It was providential that this adjacent property had seven 
furnished offices, a dining area, fortified grillwork on the windows, heavy front and back doors, and 
setback from the street. In short, it met all operational requirements to accommodate up to 18 
people. And with minimal reconfiguring we would be able to accommodate the RSO's requirement 
for perimeter and access control." 

In the wake of the good news about the second property, a third piece of property, also bordering 
Villa A, became available, this one to be used as sleeping quarters for staff and visitors. “We couldn't 
have asked for more. This meant VIPs and congressional delegates travelling to Benghazi would be 
able to stay on for a few days instead of being restricted by the limited flights to this area." 

Once the search ended with the identification of these three villas, ^^Bcoordinated with the 
Department to get the leases signed, planned the reconfiguration of certain areas of the site, and 
requested technical security equipment be shipped to Benghazi. The Office of Security quickly 
secured the BOM and shipped the necessary CCTVs, alarms, and WTMDs on a support flight. 
Emergency generators proved invaluable to the continuity of operations, especially when the region 
began experiencing brown-outs. 
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Post carries on with the mission 

To celebrate the Fourth of July, post hosted a party for more than 6o guests on the back patio of 
Villa A. The catered spread feature^^lbyan fare, complete with cous cous, bazin, and an array of 
mini desserts. Amid the festivities, ^^Jobserved, “Life in Benghazi seems to be getting on as 
normally as possible, in spite of the fact that the front line of the civil unrest is only a couple of 
hundred miles away.” 

However, ^^Ipoints out that security remains critical, especially In light of the tensions and activity 
in Benghazi after General Younis was killed and in an environment of growing tension over the role 
of the volunteer militia brigades. However, PSP will continue to support the Benghazi Special Envoy 
Mission. 

PSP is also actively planning for post's eventual return to Tripoli. DS staff members are already 
planning, pre-positioning equipment and assets, and working through multiple scenarios for 
improving facilities in Benghazi and resuming operations in Tripoli as seamlessly as possible. 


Read more articles in the PROFILE about interesting work in Physical Security Programs 
• Rebuilding After the Attack on U.S. Consulate Peshawar 




A Libyan family strolls by the American flag in a square in Benghazi. AP Photo. 


seconds after the car exploded 50 meters away from him. A local man 
the left) was one of the people who survived being thrown by the 
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A huge plume of black smoke billowed across the sky after the car exploded in the parking lot of the 
Tibesti Hotel. AP photo. 



Villa A, where the temporary location where nine staff members were working and sleeping at the 
time. 



[Cleared by: pending, 



Chris Stevens, 
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United States Department of State 

Washington, D.C. 20520 


UNCLASSIFIED 


ACTION MEMO FOR ROBERT GOLDBERG, DIRECTOR OF U.S. 
I FOREIGN ASSISTANCE.RESOURCES (F) 


FROM: S/CT- Daniel Benjamin, Coordinator for Counterterrorism 

SUBJECT : Reprogramming of$500,000inFY2011 Nonproliferation, Anti- 
Terrorism, Demining and Related Programs (NAD R - ATA ) funds 
from Yemen to Tunisia. 

Recommendation 

That you approve the reprogramming and notification to Congress of 

$500,000 in NADR Antit e rrorism Aoointonc e (NADR ATA) funds from the Anti- 
Terrorism Assistance f ATAJ Program in Yemen to the ATA Program in Tunisia. 


Approve Disapprove 

Background 

Under the Department of State, Foreign Operations and Related Programs 
Appropriations Act of 2010 (Div. F, P.L. 1 1 1-1 17), as carried forward by Full Year 
I Continuing Appropriations Act; (Div. B, P.L. 112-10) (SFOAA), $525,000,000 in 
NADR funding was made available, of which $214,691,000 has been apportioned 
for NADR-ATA programs. This request deals with the reprogramming of NADR- 
ATA bilateral funds allotted for ATA training for Yemen to Tunisia for 
antiterrorism assistance training, equipment, and logistical support and the required 
notification to Congress. 

The ATA program continues to serve as the U.S. Government’s (USG) 
primary provider of antiterrorism training and equipment to partner nations by 
delivering a wide range of courses and equipment to strengthen their critical 
counterterrorism capabilities. ATA programs increase the capability of partner 
nations to effectively fight terrorism, and to do so in a manner that inculcates 
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respect for human rights and promotes the recipient nations’ ability to sustain these 
counterterrorism capabilities. 

Tunisia continues to undergo broad and historic political transformation 
following the departure from office of former President Ben Ali. In addition, the 
greater Trans-Sahara region remains the primary center of operations for al-Qaida 
in the Islamic Maghreb (AQIM), an al-Qaida branch that poses a significant threat 
to U.S. national security. AQIM has demonstrated its willingness to attack the 
U.S., regional partner nations, and other Western interests in the Trans-Sahara 
- -region- sinee-20G7—Tenexample5-AQIM-has-attacked-the-regional-tlniled-Natiens- 
office in Algeria and carried out repeat instances of kidnapping of Western tourists 
in order to obtain ransoms. AQIM represents a continuing threat to regional states, 
including Tunisia, and the international community, particularly the U.S., as AQIM 
harbors aspirations to attack targets outside of the region. AQIM has shown 
interest in utilizing ongoing regional instability, particularly in Libya, to expand its 
theater of operations and obtain additional resources and fighters. 

The goals of this ATA assistance are to: 

1 . Improve the capability of Tunisian law enforcement to combat terrorists 
and terrorist organizations that may operate in Tunisia. 

2. Restrict terrorists from transiting these partner nations en route to other 
countries, particularly the U.S. 

3. Diminish the terrorist potential of operating or establishing safe havens 
that could facilitate attacks on targets of opportunity that could impact 
Near East Asia or the U.S. 

The specific objectives of the training courses to be provided with the funding 
indicated are to: 

• Improve law enforcement capabilities to secure Tunisia’s air, land, and sea 
borders in order to inhibit terrorist transit and prevent terrorist attacks on 
allied partner nations and U.S. interests. 

• Improve the ability to interdict, investigate and respond to terrorist activity 
and facilitate information sharing to allow for prosecution of terrorist 
suspects. 
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• Improve the ability to plan, manage and respond to critical incidents and 
crisis situations. 

• Begin building capacity in explosives incident countermeasures, bomb 
disposal and explosives detection, and post-blast investigations. 

• Enhance the capability to retain and institutionalize training received from 
ATA, and to address other critical capabilities as required. 


This program benefits U.S. national security as some international terrorist 
groups currently operating in the region have directly targeted USG interests and 
allied partner nations. This assistance will increase the Tunisian law enforcement 
officers’ awareness of the potential threat from international terrorists and improve 
their ability to prevent these terrorists from transiting and/or operating in their 
country. 

Additional Considerations 

S/CT has implemented the Guidance for State and USAID funding and the 
Risks of Terrorist Financing (February 26, 2008). Section 620J of the Foreign 
Assistance Act will apply to any funds made available for assistance to security 
forces, and such security forces will be appropriately screened before such 
assistance is provided. 


Summary Chart of Bilateral Allocation of Funds 


NADR/ATA FY 201 1 FUNDING 

Country/ 

Program 

FY2011 

Appropriation 

Current 

Request 

Total FY 

201 1 Request 
to Date 

Yemen 

$2,500,000 

$(500,000) 

$2,000,000 

Timisia 

$0 

$500,000 

$500,000 
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CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION TRANSMITTAL SHEET 


We wish to inform you of the intent to reprogram and obligate Fiscal Year 
2011 Nonproliferation, Anti-Terrorism, Demining, and Related Programs (NADR) 
funds. This notification is being submitted on behalf of the Office of the 
Coordinator for Counterterrorism (S/CT). 

• Department of State - $500,000 

The activities planned are explained further in the enclosure. 

The attached notification is being sent to Congress on 
Obligations may be incurred in fifteen days. 


Sincerely, 


David S. Adams 
Assistant Secretary 
Legislative Affairs 


Enclosure: 

As stated. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION 


PROGRAM: Anti-Terrorism Assistance (ATA) 

Program 

APPROPRIATION CATEGORY: Nonproliferation, Anti-terrorism, 

Demining, and Related Programs 
(NADR) 

INTENDED FY 2012 OBLIGATION: $500,000 

Pursuant to section 634A of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as 
amended, and section 7015(c) of the Department of State, Foreign Operations and 
Related Programs Appropriations Act of 2010 (Div. F, P.L. 111-117), as carried 
I forward by Full Year Continuing Appropriations Act; (Div. B, P.L. 1 12-10), this is 
to advise that the Department of State intends to reprogram and obligate $500,000 
in Fiscal Year 2011 Nonproliferation, Anti-Terrorism, Demining, and Related 
Programs (NADR) funds from the Anti-Terrorism Assistance tATAl Program for 
Yemen to the ATA Program for Tunisia. 

Background 

The ATA program continues to serve as the U.S. Government’s (USG) 
primary provider of antiterrorism training and equipment to partner nations by 
delivering a wide range of courses and equipment to strengthen their critical 
counterterrorism capabilities. ATA programs increase the capability of partner 
nations to effectively fight terrorism, and to do so in a manner that inculcates 
respect for human rights and promotes the recipient nations’ ability to sustain these 
counterterrorism capabilities. 

Tunisia continues to undergo broad and historic political transformation 
following the departure fi-om office of former President Ben Ali. In addition, the 
greater Trans-Sahara region remains the primary center of operations for al Qaida 
in the Islamic Maghreb (AQIM), an al-Qaida branch that poses a significant threat 
to U.S. national security. AQIM has demonstrated its willingness to attack the 
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U.S., regional partner nations, and other Western interests in the Trans-Sahara 
region since 2007. For example, AQIM has attacked the regional United Nations 
office in Algeria and carried out repeat instances of kidnapping of Western tourists 
in order to obtain ransoms. AQIM represents a continuing threat to regional states, 
including Tunisia, and the international community, particularly the U.S., as AQIM 
harbors aspirations to attack targets outside of the region. AQIM has shown 
interest in utilizing ongoing regional instability, particularly in Libya, to expand its 
theater of operations and obtain additional resources and fighters. 


The goals of ATA assistance are to: 

1. Improve the capability of Tunisian law enforcement to combat terrorists 
and terrorist organizations that may operate in Tunisia. 

2. Restrict terrorists from transiting these partner nations en route to other 
countries, particularly the U.S. 

3. Diminish the terrorist potential of operating or establishing safe havens 
that could facilitate attacks on targets of opportunity that could impact 
Near East Asia or the U.S. 

The specific objectives of the training courses to be provided with the 
funding indicated are to: 

• Improve law enforcement capabilities to secure Tunisia’s air, land, and sea 
borders in order to inhibit terrorist transit and prevent terrorist attacks on 
allied partner nations and U.S interests. 

• Improve the ability to interdict, investigate and respond to terrorist activity 
and facilitate information sharing to allow for prosecution of terrorist 
suspects. 

• Improve the ability to plan, manage and respond to critical incidents and 
crisis situations. 

• Begin building capacity in explosives incident countermeasures, bomb 
disposal and explosives detection, and post-blast investigations. 


STATE DEFT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 



571 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


• Enhance the capability to retain and institutionalize training received from 
ATA, and to address other critical capabilities as required. 

This program benefits U.S. national security as some international terrorist 
groups currently operating in the region have directly targeted USG interests and 
allied partner nations. This assistance will increase the Tunisian law enforcement 
officers’ awareness of the potential threat from international terrorists and improve 
their ability to prevent these terrorists from transiting and/or operating in their 
'country: 
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Subject: RE: US Mission Benghazi threat levels 


No inbriefing form/template here. Just trying not to drown. 

In terms of SETL - these are the new ratings thot just came out. 

Terrorism: High 

Pol Violence: Critical 

Crime: Hkih 


Regional Security Officer 
U.S. Embassy 


http://libva.usenibassv.eov/ 


Sen t; Wednesday, Dec ember 14, 2011 4:20 PM 


Subject* US Mission Benghazi threat levels 



Greetings from Benghazi. Here in Benghazi we have not seen our current threat level for terrorism/crime listed 
anywhere, We need these for physical security/in-briefing, etc. Can you pass that along? Also, so you have an in-briefing 
template? We don't seem to have a formal in-briefing document here and want to create one. It would make sense to 
incorporate the commonalities between the two locations. 

I hope all is well in Tripoli. 


Cheers, 



ARSO US Mission Benghazi, Libya 


1 
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Subject: FW: AuroWBWCRWNcCTSu^ffienghazi Operations 


attached AM to M on the future of Benghazi operations with the comment that 
unfunded mandate and a drain on personnel resources. 



Onktc of die Assislaiit Sccretaiy 
Bureau of Diplomatic Secuiitj* 
direct 202-647-1479 


Acting PDAS^^^^^^^clears the 
this operatior^ontinues to be an 


SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


Operations 

Please provide comment/clearance on the attached AM to M on the Future of Benghazi Operations by tomorrow at 
noon. This is a redraft of a memo we have cleared before. 


Thanks! 



Special Assislaiil 

Ofllcc of die AssisUmtSccrclaiy 
Bureau of Diplomadc Sccuhly 
direct 202-647-1479 


From; 

Sent: 

To 

Cc: DS Staffers; 
Subject: ACTTi 


lay, December 22, 2011 3:01 PM 


uture of Benghazi 


This is a redraft of a memo many of yot^TOv^lready cleared. The proposal has changed 
significantly based on input from FMH^^^^^^who toured the previously proposed Villa D and 
deemed It not worthy of occupation^w^r^io^proposing keepirw 2 9 f the 3 existing villas through 
the end of calendar year 2012 Wewoljid appreciate yourdledrah^ by 2pm on FriHo^'' Benghazi 
will likely be raising this issue with M in their DVC with him tomorrow morning, and we would like to get 
the memo up to him on the same day. 



Post Management Officer - Libya 
202-647-6355 office 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


2 
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SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


3 
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UNCLASSIFIED 

MEMORANDUM 


I TO: — B S/ P - S & 


I FROM: 


I Subject: Physical Security Benghazi. Libya Support from DS/PSD/PCB 


Background 

On April 5, 201 1, the U.S. Special Mission commenced operations in Benghazi, 
Libya, at the Tibesti Hotel, near the Port of Benghazi. The initial staff included 3 
State, 4 USAID, 10 TDY DS agents and 1 TDY DS/PSD physical security 
specialist. The PSD officer’s goal was to eyaluate the security posture of the hotel 
and deyise a plan to implement field expedient upgrades for start-up actiyities at 
this facility while searching for a more secure stand-alone location. 

Seyeral security vulnerabilities were identified at this hotel where other diplomats 
and foreign journalists were staying, such as the lack of compound and personnel 
access controls to the facility, entrances, and hotel floors. While working with 
Hotel and local security officials to improve security, the search for a more suitable 
stand-alone property continued. Within several days of a car bomb detonating at 
the hotel property (and with new emerging threats on a near daily basis), the 
Special Mission staff relocated to a more secure temporary location which could 
host them until another temporary site could be located. 

Post officials eventually visited 12 potential sites around the city, mostly 
residential villas on compounds, to identify a site which satisfied security 
requirements and had the space and capacity to host the US Special Mission. A 
newly built man-camp was identified and it had the capacity which the Post 
required but it was still being set up and would not be ready until early July. 
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In mid- June, 201 1, Post had to vacate its temporary, secure site and moved into a 
nearby two-story residence with spacious grounds on a three acre walled-in 
compound. This structure. Villa ‘A’, became the temporary host for the Special 
Mission. Then due to local legal considerations, the man-camp site fell through 
and Villa ‘A’ became the host site for Post. During a visit by the Special Envoy, 
the owner of Villa ‘A’ was asked if he was aware of any property which could 
accommodate the Mission and he replied that we could stay in his house (Villa 
‘A’) if his neighbor (owner of Villa ‘B’) would rent to us. A deal was eventually 
stuek and the Special Mission thus had two residential villas and a small office 
building on the site. A third villa. Villa ‘C’, became available several months later 
and due to variety of issues, including the end of the war. Villa ‘A’ was released 
and Post kept Villas ‘B’ & ‘C’ (its current properties). 


Physical Security Upgrades Implemented 

The Special Mission in Benghazi was established with a limited life-span and was 
to close down in December 2011; however, in that same month, M approved a 
decision memo to keep the Post open until December 2012. Villas ‘B’ and ‘C’ 
needed some upgrades which the owner/property manager agreed to do, to include: 
putting window grillwork on the windows of the small office structure, replacing 
access doors with more substantial solid wood core doors with locking hardware, 
and increasing outside lighting. The property manager for the owners also agreed 
to punch a hole in the wall between the two compounds for vehicle and pedestrian 
access and relocate some old factory machines on the property to block the unused 
vehicle gates. Up until this time. Post used available FAVs on the inside to block 
vehicle gates. 

Following close coordination with post, OBO, and IP over the previous months, 
several DS offices (PSD, LGP, and Residential Security) provided funding in the 
amount of approximately $80K for facility and structure upgrades that included: 

• Concrete, jersey-type barriers installed curbside and on the villa grounds to 
block unused vehicle gates. 

• Four ^^^^^^|drop-arms (vehiele barriers) for access control and anti- 
ram protection. 

• Compound lighting increased for LGP observation. 

• Barbed wire installed on top of the existing perimeter wail to raise height. 
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• Installation of barbed wire on top of the interior chain link fence to create a 
secondary barrier. 

• Installation of several LGP platforms for property and street surveillance. 

• Construction of four guard booths. 

• Installation of grill work on all windows not already treated with this 

protection. 

• Installation of emergency releases on several of the window grills for 
fire/emergency exit. 

• Replacement of several wooden doors with locally fabricated steel doors 
with appropriate locking hardware. 

• Erecting sandbag emplacements for internal defense purposes. 

• Hardening villas with safe rooms with a steel door. 

DS/PCB is not aware of any outstanding physical security issues requested by post 
which have not been addressed. 


Cleared: 


|(DS/PSD/PCB) 
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United S(EItt!Q<i)•J 1 mep^Qf State 


IVuhingtoit, D.C 76S29 


ISTATE-SCB004741 3-MOUl 


SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIED December 27, 201 1 

ACTION MEMO FOR UNDER SECRCTARY KENNEDY - M 




FROM: NEA “ Jeffrey Feltman 

SUBJECT; Future of Operations in Benghazi, Libya 
Recommendation 1: 


That you approve a continued U.S. presence in Benghazi through the end of 
calendar year 2012; and that you approve a combined footprint of 35 U.S. 
government personnel in Benghazi, inoluding eight State Department and USAID 
and two TDY bads. 


Approve 


Disapprove 


Recommendation 2: 


That you approve the release of the existing State Department lease in Ben^iazi on 
Villa A; and that you approve the retention of Villas B and C for office and 
residential space for the State Department presence. 




Background 


The Transitional National Council (TNC) recently declared Libya liberated and 
moved the center ofTNC operations from Bengh^ to Tripoli. Chris Stevens, the 
Department's original Special Envoy to the TNCj has been replaced by Bureau of 
PoUlical Military Affairs officer Mike Miller, who previously served at Embassy 
Tripoli. Entry level officer Nathan Tck transitioned to Tripoli in mid-December 
and USAID has shifted its permanent presence to Tripoli. Because of budget 
constraints and (he reduced footprint, Diplomatic Security's current presence 
consists of two Special Agents, with an additional three slots currently unfilled. 


I 


C054S6837 Dale: 10/20/2015 
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SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIED 

With Infonnation Management OfEcer (IMOVManagement Officer Dana Pierce, 
the permanent presence in Benghazi is five, down fiom an approved footprint of 
1 7. The current leases are paid through February 4, 2012, and extendable at our 
discretion through 20 1 5. 

Although our presence in Benghazi has shrunk considerably since the reopening of 
the Embassy in Tripoli, I would like to maintain a small State-run presence in 
Benghazi Uvough the end of calendar year 2012, to include the critical summer 
elections period. Headed by an FS-02 or OS-J4 oCficcr, this office would work in 
close coordination with Tripoli on political and economic reporting, public 
diplomacy and commercial work in the eastern pan ofLibya and serve as “host** 
for the activities ofXJSAlD, PM, and any other U.S. government TDY personnel in 
Benghazi. Because this would be a smaller operation, Benghazi would continue to 
be supported by one IRM TDYer for communications and management issues and 
one NBA TDY reporting officer in addition to the TDY head of operations. NEA 
also would support the continuation of an L£S PSA position to provide iranslation, 
policy, and administrative support. With the full complement of five Special 
Agents, our permanent presence would include eight U.S. direct hire employees, 
two slots for TDY PM and USAID officers, and one LES program assistant. 

A continued presence in Benghazi will emphasize U.S. interest in the eastern part 
of Libya. Many Libyans have said the U.S. presence In Benghazi has a salutary, 
calming efiect on easterners who are fearful that (he new focus on Tripoli could 
once again lead to their neglect and exclusion from reconstruction end wealth 
distribution and strongly favor a permanent U.S. presence in the form of a full 
consulate. They feel the United States will help ensure they arc dealt with fahly, 
TNC officials have said some government agencies may shlfi their hcadquaitcrs to 
Benghazi (such as (he National Oil Company). Other government agencies and 
corporations already have their headquarters in Benghazi and v^ll likely remain 
there for the forese^le fiiture. The team will be able to monitor poUticaJ trends 
(Islamists, tribes, political parties, militias) and public sentiment regarding the 
“new Libya," as well as report on the critical period leading up to and through 
Libya’s first post-Qadhafi elections. Programmatic benefits to a continued US. 
presenoe in Benghui include building on USAlD/OTI's progi*ams to strengthen 
civil society groups, media training, and capacity building in municipal councils. 
We should continue to engage with the populace, particularly with the targe 
population of Libyan youth, an important and receptive audience with high 
expectations for (he post-revolution period. 

SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIED 
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SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIED 

Italy, Tunisia, Morocco, Malta, Finland, Turkey, Egypt, Sweden, Sudan, and the 
Palestiman Authority all have consulates in Benghazi. In informal conversations, 
representatives of the United Kingdom and French have said their governments 
would be unlikely to maintain offices there for budgetary reasons. The European 
Union and the United Nations have not aimounced whether they will maintain 
long-term presences in Benghazi. 

Facilities 

The current Benghazi Stale platform (Villas A, B, and C) is a 13-acre wailed 
compound with 3.S villas, office space, and a dining hall. Although all groups 
have come to die conclusion that 


Tripoli Facility Manager George Ibarra recently traveled to Btsuzhazi to study' a 
proposed villa compound (Villa D - see Tab) and 

determined that the electrical, plumbing and physical security work needed to 
bring the facility up to an acceptable standard would negate any cost savings of the 
move. 

The current Villa Compound Is much larger than we need for the duration of our 
presence in Benghazi. We currently pay $70,000Anonth for the three properties (A 
• S28,000/monlh, B - $14,000/montb, and C - S2S,000/montb). NBA proposes to 
release the Villa A property and use Villa C for residential and Villa B for offices, 
dining facility, and TOY housing. If you agree with this course of action, NEA 
will work with DS to rapidly implement a series of corrective security measures as 
part of the consolidation of the State footprint We have one-year leases renewable 
for up to three additional one-year periods on these villas, with an option to 
terminate without financtal penalty after the first six months, with sixty days 
notice. In order to avoid any additional rent payments on V^a A, NEA proposes 
to give immediate notice of termination, but would like to retain tlie leases on 
Villas 6 and C through the end of calendar year 2012 or until such time as an 
appropriate alternate property can be found that would allow for co-location of all 
U.S. government personnel in Benghazi. 

Attachment; 

Tab - Benghazi proposal 


SENSITIVE BUTUNgj^SSlFlED 
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Date 10/20/2015i 


Approved; 

Drafted; 

Cleared: 


NEA/FO: Jefftey D. Feltroan 


NEA*SCA/EX - Karen Keshap,'* 


NEA/PO; RMaxweil y* 
NEA-SCA/EX: IXohman 
NEA/MAG: ESidereas 
NEA-SCA/EX; KHanson 
NEA-SCA/BX/PMO: OKHill 
J^TEA^SCA/EX/Budget: VLjiwrcnce 
M:EDar 

OBO/FO: JHochuIi, Acting 
DS: OSiQiUi, Acting 
KM: KEisenhardt 
A: JFlynn 
D(N); SCarl-Yoder 
DfB): JSawyer 
P: CGranthw 
Benghazi; MMiller 



( 


( 


( 
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EXHIBIT 9 



Follow Up Flag; Follow up 

Flag Status: Flagged 


^^Hl do not know who was responsible or why the decision was made to relinquish Villa A, but I believe that the 
compound created by this arrangement, Villa A & Villa B, was an exceptional facility that satisfied the operational 
requirements of your Post . Perhaps your question would be best raised by the principal officer with NEA/EX and OBO 
real estate before you go too far down the path of returning Villa A to the owner^H 



From:| 

Sei rt; Wednesday. February IE. 2012 1:25 PM 

Subject: RE: BENGHAZI- Drop arm purchase and issue of obtaining cash 

^^^I'm awaiting the arrival of a contractor to quote us on the chain link fence before 1 send forward my 
justification/proposal. 1 appreciate your assistance in this matter. We are also reviewing the decision to move out of 
Villa A. From a security perspective occupying Villa A puts us in better shape than the current direction of 
decommissioning Villa A and remaining In Villa B and C. Improvements to Villa A and B pale in comparison to the work 
to be accomplished at Villa C. 

I'm working with IMO/MGT Officer here in Benghazi to see why we made the collective determination to abandon Villa 
A. Someone on this email chain may have that information, The Political Officer has asked that we explore the option of 
keeping Villa A and B and abandoning C, I would be appreciative for any of that information. 



From:l 

Sen t! Wednesday, February IS, 2012 2:39 PM 

S I 

Subject: RE: BENGHAZI- Drop arm purchase and issue of obtaining cash 

I spoke with the tdy RSO in Benghazi on 2/13 and explained to him how the funding process normally works 
and that with short term leases in place at Benghazi, OBO/SM cannot get involved due to OBO policy and that funding 
security upgrades would have to be identified from other sources (DS). He explained that the landlords are not very, 
responsive to post requests for routine Issues involving the property so to have them Implement the desired upgrades to 
their property, such as repairing the perimeter wall, and recover the costs thru prorated lease payments would be a 
non-starter from the Post perspective. 

I stated that between DS/PSP and DS/IP/ LGP and RSG resources^^^l funding for the temporary upgrades needed 
may be made available but that he should come in with a separate email request for each when they become finalized , 
to include a short scope of work to be done and a cost to implement so that the request can be quickly discussed and 
passed to the appropriate DS office for funding consideration. I advised him that Tripoli is his supporting office and 
that requested funding would be sent via an AOA to Tripoli Admin/GSO for quickest follow-up action to get the cash to 
the local contractors, since this remains a cash economy. 
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I discussed some options that post shouid consider such as fieid expedient measures on how to create a safe area in 
each viiia and creating a temporary inner barrier since DS was not in the position of rebuilding the owners perimeter 
walls. I recommended that Post consider erecting an internal temporary chain link fence barrier with adequate setback 
from the existing perimeter walls along with adding some additional lighting around the residences on the properties to 
be kept, B & C. A temporary fence would reduce the amount of land that requires LGP surveillance. Pictures of chain- 
link fencing with razor wire were forwarded for RSO use in his discussions with local contractors who might be able to 
handle this upgrade project. I suggested that he ascertain if the temporary fence could be leased from the contractors. 
Availability of materials will dictate the type of upgrade and its cost. If razor/ barbed wire is available in various 
diameters, I recommended that the larger 60" be used along the base of the temporary fence with smaller diameter 
wire place atop. Several layers can be arranged in a way as to deter any would be intruder. 

He advised that additional lighting on lots B & C was going to be installed. If LGP resources permit and local security 
officials have no issues and approve, I recommended that he consider establishing some external LGP positions in a 
hardened booth, sand bag or cinder block/sand/ cinder block encased, at the vehicle gates in the perimeter wall for 
additional surveillance coverage of the perimeter barrier. 


as I stated during our tel/con, some additional funds were included in the amount DS/PSP has provided for 
contingency costs and should be utilized at Post to strengthen your physical security. ^ 



Attached is a copy of the Approved Future Operations memo for Benghazi detaiiing approval of ops 
through the end of 20)2, with leases that can be extended to 2015. 

I noted in the decision memo from U/S Kennedy, the estimated physical security upgrades and needs 
totaled S1U.S0Q , for the Villa B & C compounds (see page # 1 0 and # 1 9 of the attached 
document). 

We have received $1 1 ,000 plus $1 6,500 (total of $27,500) which is a good start. However, we would 
ask OBO/CSM and DS/C/PSP/,PSD to coordinate on a plan to address the other vulnerabilities and the 
related funding shortfall. 


RSO Tripoli wasn't involved in the preparation of this document so I don’t know where the 
recommendations derived from: I assume OBO in consultation with Benghazi. It appears thatj 
^^Hcleared on the memo for DS. 


Regional Security Officer 
U.S. Embassy 
Tripoli. Libya 


ittp: //Libya. usembassv.eov/ 
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SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


Sentj^^^^^^^Svl3(20121T33PM 

Toi 

Subject: FW: Updated AM for field expedient physical security upgrades in Benghazi 



Per this weekend's discussion, here is the AOA sent to Tripoli for Benghazi Physical Security. 


Regards, 



Desk Officer i DS/iP/NEA 

Office Ph: 571.34 5.3475 | Mobile Ph 

Email^^^^|@state,goy 



Fax: 571.345.3400 


SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From 

Sen t; mSay^a nua^Zb, 2012 3:05 PM 

To; 

Subject: FW; Updated AM for field expedient physical security upgrades in Benghazi 


Funding request approved by PSP Office Director, please pass to 
funds will be on the way for use in Benghazi, H 


RSO Benghazi and info Tripoli that PSP/PSD 


From;| 

Sent: Thursday, January 26, 2012 3:00 PM 

To: I 
Cc; l 

Subject; FW: Updated AM for field expedient physical security upgrades in Benghazi 


Attached is the AOA request I sent to our CFO. Their office is closed tomorrow as they are moving from SA-20 to 
SA-15. The actual AOA will go out sometime early next week. -Give the interested parties a heads up to be looking for 
this... 
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SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


Se nt; Wednesday, January 25, 2012 8:55 AM 

To:^ ’ 

Subject: FW: Updated AM for field expedient physical security upgrades In Benghazi 


I have reviewed the updated list of proposed security upgrades contained in the attachment for Benghazi and can 
support several of the recommendations from a PSD perspective and will see if funding in the amount of $16,500 is 
available and can be provided. If PSP can support this request, the funding will be sent to Tripoli for use at Benghazi. 
PSD/PCB will support the following: 


3. Sandbags 1000.00 
6. Lighting 3900.00 

8. Door upgrades 1600.00 

9. Drop arm barriers, two 10,000.00 

Total : 16,500 . , 

I believe that request numbers 4 and 5 would be the responsibility of DS/LGP since they would support local guard 
operations while request number 7 would be a residential security responsibility. 

As far as a DS/PSD/PCB visit, I do not believe that one is required since DS personnel on the ground have already 
identified an upgrade package for this temporary,short term leased facility. H 


From:| 

Sent; Monday, February 13, 2012 6:50 PM 


Subject: RE: Drop arm purchase and issue of obtaining cash 


■Thanks for your prompt responses.^^^as discussed over the teiephone, I'll forward some photos along and some 
justification for some field expedient measures. 


Thanks all for putting forth the effort. 



Subject; FW; Drop arm purchase and issue of obtaining cash 
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FYI on Benghazi . It looks like Post may be open into 2013 from what the TOY RSO has mentioned below, 
tmn^ie^o me but not unexpected with what is going on in this unsettled country. I have raised with DS/IP the 
possibility of Post leasing and erecting a temporary chain link fence ( similar to what we see at a construction site) along 
the interior of those sections of the perimeter which Post considers vulnerable to an intruder. DS/IP, told me that they 
would raise this as an option for Post to explore and I stated that I would request funding from DS/PSD if this type of 
temporary arrangement was feasible. I believe that it is the owners responsibility to fix their perimeter barrier, 
especially on such large residential plots, but we can employ temporary measures as an internal chain link fence with 
barbed wire/razor ribbon for hardening along with adding some additional lighting aimed at the perimeter from existing 
structures for the guards during the hours of darknessH 



Good Morning Gentlemen, having discussed these issues with^^^^^^^before he departed, I see that some of the 
line items below were identified for funding and others were not. In red font below is my understanding where we 
stand. 


Aside from these identified gaps in our physical security program, I have also identified basic physical security projects 
that have NOT been earmarked for funding. Some of these items may have been requested in the past but I'm unaware 
of them. I ask for your immediate consideration in identifying funds for these items so that Benghazi can begin 
preparing itself for at leastanother year of existence. If you prefer, I can prepare an Action Memo and provide photos 
for areas of concern. 


New physical security measures not previously requested: 

1. Barbed wire/Concertina wire - currently our 13-acre compound (soon to be reduced to 10-acres after the 
decommissioning of Villa A at the beginning of March) is vulnerable to simplest of breaching methods; jumping 
over the wall. The poorly coristructed, non-reinforced concrete block (cinder block) wall is as low as 48 inches in 
some areas of the compound. Couple that with the fact that the wall can literally be pushed over in some areas 
(wall is a mix of solid concrete blocks and hollow blocks with, ornate designs - which one can see through), 
Benghazi's anti-personnel measures are ineffective. The wire would at the very least, slow down any 
unexpected guests from gaining access to the compound. LOCAL QUOTE IS PENDING; EXPECTED ON 2/14. 

2. Screen to obscure the view from the street, looking inside the compound - as mentioned above, the Villa 
owner's choice to combine concrete blocks, with hollow ornate blocks (visually more appealing) is cause for 
concern that persons from outside the compound can peer directly into our living areas and office spaces. As it 
stands right now, a person has an unobstructed view of our living and working spaces, from three sides of our 
compound. A simple remedy to this issue of concern would be to fashion burlap sacks (or equivalent) to the 
walls, thus obscuring the view of persons outside our compound. LOCAL QUOTE IS PENDING; EXPECTED ON 
2/15. 

3. Improve perimeter walis - aside from the poor construction, the walls are deteriorating in many places. Large 
sections/gaps of missing concrete biocks surround the compound. Asking the landlord to accomplish this task 
would further delay the process and would likely not be done to any agreeable standard. 

Currently our QRF has quarters that buttress the perimeter wall and our primary living quarters is roughly 50 
yards from the street on two-sides. 

I do understand that DS was in a position to only address those mission-critical projects, in anticipation that Post was 
going to cease operation at the end of calendar year 2011. I also can understand that in today's fiscal crunch, funding 
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for these special projects is hard to come by, most especially when we are not an officially designated post. However, in 
a with The 

above-mentioned projects, coupled with funding for all the line items in the previous Action Memo, will greatly improve 
the security posture in Benghazi. 

Any consideration to get these projects funded and underway during my tour (end of March), would be well-received. If 
you prefer that we discuss these issues over the telephone, I will certainly make myself available to do so. 


From ; 

Ser tt; Sunday^eorua^2, 2012 10:12 P M 

Subject: RE: Drop arm purchase and issue of obtaining cash 


As discussed, this was the listing of physical security upgrades Benghazi identified. 
I don't believe these were funded {^^Hcan you confirm): 


4. (SBU) Five locally-constructed observation platforms costing $1000 each are required to enable local guards and the 
Mission's QRF to see over perimeter walls. These platforms would be bolstered by the addition of sandbags, providing a 
firing position and better protecting Mission personnel using them. Total estimated cost is $5000. NOT FUNDED - 1 
understand the hesitation was due to the fact that this language may be included in the new LGF contract, passing.the 
burden on to the contractor. While not seeing the contract, I don't think we can wait for the LGF contractor, who will be 
busy inheriting a project on short-notice to produce these in the near future. 

5. (SBU) Four locally-constructed guard posts costing $500 each to give the local guard force better protection from the 
elements, thereby enhancing compound coverage. These posts would also be enhanced with sandbags to provide 
better protection for staff. Estimated cost $2000. NOT FUNDED - Again, my understanding is that this item would also 
be passed on to the LGF contractor. 


7. (5BU) All of the buildings occupied by COM personnel have security metal grills covering the windows. None of these 
grills are equipped with an un-lockable gate for egress from inside the structure. One window per structure should be 
retrofitted to put this safety measure in place. Estimated cost for metal work locks and installation is $1,600. NOT 
FUNDED, AWAITING QUOTE FROM POST-This item was not originally funded however, contacted 
us, asking tor a new quote. The local fabricator visited again yesterday and will provide Wnttet^uot^H/lB. 

10. (SBU) RSO Benghazi requests additional security upgrades in support of the shift from three Villa compounds to two, 
and have asked for a TDY visit by a facility security expert as soon as possible to help scope them. The security measures 
above address immediate-term needs and will be implemented on the properties currently occupied by U.S. mission 
personnel. Action on this is required now. These measures are essential to securing our U/S Kennedy-directed footprint 
in Villas B&C. In the event that Mission Benghazi closes at the end of 2012, some of these costs are recoverable, as most 
of these measures are portable (potentially for Embassy Tripoli's use) or could be sold to other entities in Benghazi and 
surrounding area. RSO Benghazi would again request that DS send a physical security SME out to Post. The SME would 
be better suited to know what is available in the DS arsenal to aid in the protection of our sizable (in acreage) footprint. 
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One significant issue is getting the funds fromTripoii to Benghazi: currently the plan is to hand carry it 
since the contractors want cash. 

I know that PSD had a TDY come to the villa compounds in B enghaz i earlier in 201 1 
(summer time?) is there a trip report or recommendations from that visit that^^Jand I couid use as 
a starting point for upgrades since it appears we may be there at least through 2013. 


Regards, 



Regional Security Officer 
U.S. Embassy 
Tripoli, Libya 


http : //libva ■ usembassv . gov/ 


SBU 

This emaii is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From: I 

Sent; i nursaay, reoruary 09, 2012 10:54 AM 


Subject: FW; Drop arm purchase and issue of obtaining cash 


Good morning 

Is it possible for one of you to answer the question from IVIr.^^^B The attached docs are the only funding trail I have 
regarding Mission Benghazi's RSO AM. 

R, 



Do you know how long it will take them to post this AOA in BRMS? I have got the purchase orders but 
not funding yet. 


Thanks, 

From;H^IH^^^(FrankFurt) 

Se nt; mesdayTebr uayo?, 2012 7:46 AM 
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We could ask for USDO's help in obtaining cashs In Benghazi: that is if the USDO bank in T ripoli can disburse cash 
through their branch in Benghazi. How much is needed and in what currency? 

Who will be designated money holder fo this cahs? 
thanks 




From: | 

Sent: Tue 2/7/2012 2:12 PM 

To: I 
Cc:| 

Subject: FW: Drop arm purchase atrd issue of obtaining cash 



We need to get moving on this and work out a solution to the question of how to get cash. If DS approves sending an 
MSD to Benghazi for the 14-18 February time period, that would be an opportune time to send the cash over. 
Otherwise, we may need to ask the Benghazi Express to carry the cash for us. They need this done asap. 


From:H^H^^^^(Frankfurt) 

Sent: ■njesday^eoraary 07, 2012 1:59 AM 

FMO 

H Since DS approved our security upgrades, and as I understand it, Tripol^as received the funding from DS 
y, we want to move ahead and complete the upgrades. I am told by^^and RSO^^^H that the amount 
Tripoli received is $16, 300. 

Except for the contractor providing the sandbags (who will accept an EFT), the rest of the suppliers will only take cash. 

I need you to transfer the cash over to Benghazi, so we can proceed with the upgrades. How do we go about this? 

$1000 was earmarked for the sandbags, and the quote came in at just under $1000. That would leave $15,300. 

1. The drop arm fabricator is standing by to make the drop arms, we wish to proceed now. The amount 
earmarked for the drop arms is $10,000. 

2. The amount earmarked for the escape hatches, modifications to the existing grilled windows is: $1600. The 
fabricator wishes to proceed now he has already measured and designed the modifications. 

3. The amount earmarked for door reinforcement is $1600. The fabricator is the same one as for the escape 
hatches and he is ready to proceed now. 

4. The amount earmarked for the additional lighting on the compound is $3750. We buy these from a local 
supplier, we would like to procure those now. 

The total earmarked tor these projects less the sandbags Is as I say $15,300. Adding up the costs of Items 1-4 
equals $16, 950, so we are a bit short. 

Tm unfamiliar with the process. 

1. How will you get the cash to us? 
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2. Once I have the cash In hand, do I lust go out and buy everything, pay for everything, or do you need to 
do a purchase order or some other paperwork before we proceed? 



We have the drop arm contractor standing by and we want to proceed now with this purchase. However the contractor 
wiil only take cash.. 

told me that it has already beer^onfiirned that Tripoli received the funding from DS for our security 
ve been told b^^^^and RSC^^^^that the amount you received for our security upgrades is $16, 300. 

I'm told the cost of the drop arms is $10,000 USD. 


upgrades. I' 


Information Management Officer/Management Officer 

US Dipl omatic Mission Be nghazi, Libya 

Phone: 

Libya 
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EXHIBIT 10 




STATE OEPT - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMM 
REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE INFORMATION PURSUM4T TO htOU NO FOtA WAIVER 


.C05386866 D;iie lO'ZO'ZC 1 5| 


I C05388866-MOU | 


From: 

Bultrowicz. Scott P 

Sent: 

Monday. June 11. 2012 5:53 PM 

To: 

Lamb. Charlene R. 

Cc: 

Bosweli. Eric J; Smith , Gentry 0 

Subject: 

Re: Bntish Motorcade attacked in Benghazi 

Charlene 



I agree with vour points of concern and It would be useful to get post (Tripoli and Benghazi input on the latest 
developments, as well as any readouts from the Brrts). 


From; Lamb, Charlene R. 

Sent: Monday, June 11, 2012 CH:16 PM 

To: Bultrowicz, Scott P 

Cc; BosweH, Ertc J; Smith, Gentry 0 

Subject; RE: British Motorcade attacked In Benghazi 

■“lateif SiTBen^'zi'; 

They're locked down now for the next two days. I have Jim pulling up TripolFs trip wires and we're going to apply them 
to Benghazi, just by highlighting in yellow the ones that they have already crossed. I've also asked Jim to reach out to 
RSO Nordstrom and strongly suggest that post (Tripoli} hold an EAC to discuss what's going on In Benghazi and 
determine what if any security measures they need to be enhancing, update their travel policy, ect Jim is also setting 

up a meeting with our cousins to discuss. This Is very concerning w h en y ou start putting the eveiiU ^tQgethecLJhe 

recen t b ig demewt tT m on Thai was openly antl-Ameri^. the attKk on our compound, and now this UK motorcade 

attack, tf the tide is turning and they are now looking for Americans and Westerners to attack that is a game changer. 

We are not staffed or resourced adequately to protect our people in that type of an environment. We are a soft target 
against the resources available to the bad guys there. Not to mention there Is no continuity because we do everything 
there with TOY personnel. The cost to continue to do business there may become challenging. 

“■ Ctiaiteiie' 


From: Bultrowicz, Scott P 

Sent: Monday, June 11, 2012 1:05 PM 

To: Lamb, Charlene R.; Boswell, Eric J; Smith, Gentry O 

Subject: Re: British Motorcade attacked In Benghazi 

Charlene _ 

This along with last weeks incident Is troubling. What is posts current movement operations? 


From; Lamb, Charlene R. 

Sent: Monday, June 11, 2012 11:15 AM 

To: Boswell, Eric J; Bultrowia, Scott P; SmKh, Gentry 0 

Su bject: fYf: British Motor c ade attacked Jn feogbazl 


It seems the vehicles were moved off our compound a couple weeks ago and are now being kept by the Brits. 


C05388B66 Date 10/20^015 

STATE DEPT - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMM 
REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU NO FOIA WAIVER 
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STATE OEPT • REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMM 
REVIEV>ED FOR SENSITIVE INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU NO FOIA WAIVER 
COSSSSSSe Da te ^0 2C 


-Eronu J ~l — 

Sent: Monday. June 11. 2012 10:29 AM 

To: Paoanu. ^ 

Cc: I I DS-IP-NEA; 1 I 

Subject: RE; Motorcade attacked In Benghazi 

Brian, 

None of the vehicles are located on our compound any longer. 

According to our PO. they were moved off compound a couple of weeks ago. 

PO indicates that they were planning on a number of movements so they took possession of all the vehicles. 
PO stated that their armored vehicles do have DIP plates. 

BBC and Reuters are breaking the r>ews... 

Will follow up with an official spot report when we have more information. 


RSO Desk • 240 SS3-9328 

seu 

This email it UNCLASSIFIED 
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EXHIBIT 11 

(STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER.) 



Here is our best effort to spin-out a few more detailed options for a contraction of our footprint here in 
Benghazi. We’ve done our best since your request on Monday to get the fullest set of facts possible, 
taking into account security, pricing, future personnel plans, etc. to the best of our ability - particularly 
when there's quite a bit that remains undecided. 

You will find attached a breakdown authored bv^|of the estimated costs of the various options we 
explored, which are: 

■ Condense down into Villas B & C 

■ Condense down into Villas A & 6 
B Move entire operation to Villa 0 

■ Move entire operation to Villa E (a new property suggested by 

{NOTE: We included B in our plans based on your guidance that we should retain it to maintain some 
separation between work and office {something we certainly support); the retention of B also gives us 
additional housing space to accommodate TDY'ers. Villa E was a property recommended by^^^|that 
we checked while in town from Tripoli). 

Given the uncertain future for this place and the security environment's evolution over time, we did our 
best to consider all relevant factors. We had several key factors in mind when ranking our 
recommendations, to include: 

■ Current and likely future security posture 

■ Security enhancements at all sites, including the possibility of requesting reasonable waivers 

■ Other costs - all of them - from security to set-up ,to break-down, to moving, upgrades, 
equipment/furniture and life services 

■ General quality of life issues 

Weighing all these things, our rank-ordered preferences for a new home are as follows: 

1. Condense down into Villas B&C 

2. Move entire operation to Villa E 

3. Condense down to Villas A&B 

4. {last resort) Move entire operation to Villa 0 

Please see the following pages for some further elaboration on these preferences. 
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Discussion 

Option 1 (Villas B&C) 

Advantages : 

■ Good number of beds (14 max) - supports unforeseen surge/TDY/VIP visits 

■ Good quality of life with separate office/work areas/green space & pool 

■ Well-understood physical plant 

B Well-functioning comms, electrical, plumbing, etc. 

t Best option from a security perspeaive - multiple ingress/egress, best footprint and setback of 
the available options, accommodation for TNC guards, reasonable upgrades will help harden 

B Ground space available for further enhancements to footprint (housing/office pods or 

repurposing of existing structures as security/funds allow), even to the point of safely adding 
consular services if that decision is made in future 

■ Property is under S-year leasing agreement, with more than 2 years left - any enhancements to 
the property will automatically carry-over if Mission extends beyond 2012 timeframe 

B Minima! move-out expenses (repair of walls, etc .only to Villa A) and no moving expenses 

B Sufficient representational space for public events 

B Sufficient office space for on-compound meetings 

Disadvantages 

B ^^^^^^^^^^^^^|(which also has its 

B Highest monthly rent 

B~ security upgrades are required to elevatrancnrrengtfteTrscrme exterlorwafls'^'setuiiiy waivei 
will also be required to fully use all structures (some of which are currently tn-use anyway - 
Annex to Villa C and Villa B office spaces); wall upgrades are essential (4-foot high in one stretch; 
another is unstable and must be shored-up) 

B Lingering issue with owner of Villa B property, although he is under contract for another 2.5 
years - still should make an effort to address his concerns if possib le 

B furniture will need to be accounted for in transition and/or change of LSC (still T8D) 


Option 2 (Villa E) 

Advantages : 

B Good number of beds (12 max) - supports unforeseen surge/TDY/VIP visits 
B 2"'' cheapest rent of available properties 
B Efficient use of property space - small but efficient footprint 
B Never been occupied - rooms and appliances all brand new and high-end 
■ Good office spaces and separation of work/office space 
B High (12') walls on sides; upgrades reasonable to other walis/gates 
B Sufficient representational space for public events 
B Sufficient office space for on-compound meetings 
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Disadvantages : 

■ also has 

■ Move-out (Villas A, B, C), moving and move-in costs (Villa E) 

■ No experience with the physical plant, neighborhood 
a No read on the sufficiency of title/ownership 

■ Farther from the city center; area is largely waste areas and construction zones 

■ Multiple waivers required - especially for set-back of all buildings 

■ Very near a large gas station (50m) - traffic and presence of fuel trucks 

■ No space on the compound to add additional capacity 


Option 3 {Villas A&B) 

Advantages 

■ Largest number of beds (16 max) - supports unforeseen surge/ TDY/VIP visits 

■ Highest monthly rent (same as B&C) 

■ Good quality of life with separate office/work areas/green space 

■ Well-understood physical plant 

■ Well-functioning comms, electrical, plumbing, etc. 

■ Security is workable, but requires multiple waivers that might not be granted (and perhaps 
should not be) 

H Property is under 3-year leasing agreement, with more than 2 years left - any enhancements to 
the property will automatically carry-over if Mission expends beyond 2012 timeframe 

■ Minimal mnvp-out expenses (repair of walls, etc only to Vilia C) an d no movlng_expenses _ 

■ Sufficient representational space for public events 
B Sufficient office space for on-compound meetings 
B Space on the compound to add additional capacity 


Disadvantages 

h as its ad vantages) 

Security upgrades are required to elevate and strengthen some perimeter walls 
Substantiaf security waivers will also be required" to fully use all structures, including the main 
residence (Villa A) and office spaces (B) due to insufficient setback 

Lingering issue with owner of Vilia B property, although he is under contract for another 2.5 
years - still should make an effort to address his concerns if possible 
Furniture will need to be accounted for in transition and/or change of LSC (still TBD) 


Option 4 (Villa 0} 

Advantages : 

B also has its disadvantages) 

B Cheapest monthly re nt (at least a t this point in the discussions) 
B Consolidation of LSC 
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Disadvantages 

■ Only sleeps 8 if entire facility cannot be used (in which case It rises to 10) 

B Move-out (Villas A, B, C), moving and move-in costs (Villa D) 

H Containerized housing/office space likely required to meet space requirements 

■ Lowest quality of life and likely the least secure among the four options - even with all 
requested upgrades 

■ Compound is too narrow - requires security waivers on 3 sides for setback 

■ Barring waivers, 2/3 of buildings on compound would be storage only 

■ Augmenting security in back of the property may not be possible - building in that area shares 
the back wall of the facility, and property in rear is not owned or controlled by landlord - 
unclear whether additional set-back could be obtained there 

B Facility and grounds have several unfinished parts (e.g., guard shack up front, driveway and 
patio area around house, landscaping, paint, etc} 

■ Requires an estimated $23K in electrical and plumbing upgrades 

B Property shows wear and tear, some water damage 

B Poor, possibly insufficient separationofliving/officespac^^^^ 

B Title adjudication remains unclear but still outstanding 

B Owner appears of limited means - may be hesitant/unable to absorb the costs and 

inconveniences (including moving out his family and also renters of a storage space at property 
front) required for upgrades, particularly for a one-year lease 

B Furniture is sub-standard in parts - would need replacement 

B No adequate representational space 

B Meeting space very limited 

B Little/noabilily add capacity on the property, especially if containers are used to bring it up to 
meet initial capacity requirements 
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Benghazi Compound B & C 


CORRECTIVE MEASURES 

1. At area S 1, which is the perimeter wall at Gate C2, remove 93 linear meters of the decorative 
upper section on the existing wall and install solid CMU blocks to extend the wall height to 3 
meters on the "Attack Side". The replacement shall be done in sections in order to minimize the 
wall opening exposure. 

a. At Gate C2, install jersey barriers across the width of the vehicle gate to replace the SUV. 

2. At area tt 2. remove 69 linear meters of the decorative upper section on the existing wall and 
install solid CMU blocks to extend the wall height to 3 meters from the "attack side". The block 
replacement shall be done in sections in order to minimize the wall opening exposure. 

3. At area S 3, seal the 5 meter wide vehicle driveway opening on the perimeter wall of Villa B. The 
opening shall be sealed using CMU blocks and cement plaster and painted on both sides to 
match the surrounding walls. 

4. At area # 4, increase the perimeter wall (193 meters) to a consistent height of 3 meters from 
the road side of the wall. The wall presently has 1.2 meters of solid wall base and 1.4 meters of 
decorative CMU block. Over lay the CMU solid block in front of the existing decorative blocks to 
obtain the appearance of a solid wall as it is viewed from the road. 

5. Gate B1 is being considered as the primary entry for vehicles into Compound B. The vehicle 
screening point is under development by the ftSO. 

6. AH Gates currently blocked by the use of SUVs shall be changed to use Jersey barriers instead. 

7. Widen to 5 meters the existing pedestrian opening between Villa B and C to allow vehicle 
access. Construct a new gravel driveway to connect the two villa compounds to allow a 
secondary vehicle egress. Consider the use of gravel from the existing access driveway between 
Villa B and A. 


(STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER.) 




617 


(STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER.) 






618 


(STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER.) 



(STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER.) 


(/77(A 



619 


(STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER.) 




620 


(STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER.) 


Various Cost Factors 

Food: Mission Personnel 5 @ $93/day = $13,950/mth 
7@$93/day = $19,530/mth 

LGF : I @ 8hr shift = $32/day = $960/mth 
1 @ 1 2hr shift = $48/day = $1440/tnth 
NTC: 1 @27/day = $810/mth 

Rent: Villa A = $28,000/mth 
Villa B = $14, OOO/mth 
Villa C = $28, OOO/mth 
Villa D = $15, OOO/mth 
Villa E = $20,000/mth 
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Sleeps 15 


Rent; $42,000/mth 
Food; 5 @ $93/day = $13,950/mth 
7{§$93/day = $19,530/mth 

LGF: 10 @ 12hr shift = $14,440/mth 
NTC: 3 @ 27/day = $2,430/mth 
Security Upgrades; One time costs. 

Perimeter Wall Upgrade: $100,000 
Security Platfomis(2); $5,000 
Gate Barriers {3); $11,550 
Exceptions: Villa B Annex Rear setback. 

Villa A Eastern wall setback 

Villa B Main House western wall setback 

Other Issues: 

Villa annex furniture for NTC = ? 

Mthly costs @5 = $72,820 
@7 -$78,400 

Security Upgrades = $1 16,550 
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VillaB&C 

Sleeps 13 

Rent: $42,000/mth 
Food: 5 @ $93/day = $]3,950/mth 
7@$93/day = $19,530/mth 

LGF; 10(g 12hr shift = $ 14,440/rath 
NTC: 3 @ 27/day = $2,430/mth 
Security Upgrades: One time costs. 

Perimeter Wall Upgrade: $100,000 
Security Platfonns(2): $5,000 
Gate Barriers (3): $1 1,550 ' 

Exceptions: Villa B Annex Rear setback 

"Mthly costs @5 = $72,820 """ 

@7 =”$78,400 

Security Upgrades = $11 6,550 
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VHTaTT ■ 
Sleeps 1 2 

Rent; $20,000/mth 
Food: 5 @ $93/day = $ 13,950/mth 
7@$93/day = $l9.530/mth 
LGF: 4 @ 12hr shift = S5,760/mth 
NTC: 3 @ 27/day = $2,430/mth 
Security Upgrades: One time costs. 

Front wall upgrades: ? 

Roof guard shack: $1000 
NTC furniture: ? 

Exceptions: 

Office building roadside setback 
Garage setback 
Main building setback 


MthJy costs @5 = $42,1 40 
@7 = $47,720 

Security Upgrades = $1000 
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Villa D 
Sleeps 9 

Rent: $15,000/mth 
Food; 5 @ $93/day = $13,950/mth 
7@$93/day = $19,530/mth 
LGF: 4 @ 12hr shift = $5,760/mth 
NTC; 3 @ 27/day = $2,430/mth 
Security Upgrades: One time costs. 

Rear Wall Jersey barriers; 55 @ $500/ea = $27,500 
Gate Barriers (I): $3,850 
Roof access ladder: $750 

Roof guard shack: $1000 

NTC furniture: ? 

Exceptions: 

Rear Building setback. 

. - -Main building western and-eastem perimeter wall setback 

Mthly costs @5 = $437,140 
@7 = $42,720 

Security Upgrades = $33,100 
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Sharon Green, Minority Counsel 
Laura Rauch, Minority Senior Professional Staff 

FOR THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

William A. Hudson, Jr. 

Edward Richards 
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Ms. Clarke . Good morningj Admiral Winnefeld. This is a 
transcribed interview conducted by the House Select Committee on 
Benghazi. This interview is being conducted voluntarily as part 
of the committee's investigation into the attack on U.S. 
diplomatic facilities in Benghazi^ Libya, and related matters 
pursuant to House Resolution 567 of the 113th Congress and House 
Resolution 5 of the 114th Congress. 

And could you just, please, state your name for the record? 

Admiral Winnefeld . lames A. Winnefeld, Ir. 

Ms. Clarke . Thank you. Again, Admiral Winnefeld, the 
committee appreciates your appearance today for this interview. 
My name is Sheria Clarke. I'm with the committee's majority 
staff. And we'll just take a moment to go around the room and 
have everyone introduce themselves for the record. 

Mr. Tolar. I'm Mac Tolar with the majority staff. 

Admiral Winnefeld . Mac? 

Mr. Tolar. Mac. 

Ms. Green . Shannon Green with the minority staff. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I'm Susanne Sachsman Grooms from the 
minority staff. 

Ms. Rauch . I'm Laura Rauch with the minority staff. 

Mr. Kenny. Peter Kenny, minority staff. 

Mr. Hudson . And Bill Hudson from the Office of the 
Department of Defense as general counsel. 

Mr. Richards . Edward Richards, DOD for GC. 
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Ms. Clarke . We are also joined here by Representative Martha 
Roby from Alabama. 

So before we begin^ I would like to go over the ground rules 
and explain how the interview will proceed. Generally, the way 
the questioning will proceed is that a member from the majority 
will ask questions for an hour, and then we'll rotate back and 
forth with the majority to ask questions as well for an hour. 
Questions may only be asked by a member of the committee or 
designated staff members. Again, we'll rotate back and forth, one 
hour per side, until we are out of questions, and the interview 
will conclude. 

Unlike a testimony or a deposition in Federal court, the 
committee format is not bound by the rules of evidence. The 
witness or their counsel may raise objections for privilege 
subject to review by the chairman of the committee. If these 
objections cannot be resolved in the interview, the witness can be 
required to return for a deposition or hearing. Members and staff 
of the committee, however, are not permitted to raise objections 
when the other side is asking questions. 

This room is cleared up to TS/SCI level, so we can discuss 
classified information during this interview. You are welcome to 
consult with counsel at any time throughout the interview. If 
something needs to be clarified, we ask that you make this known, 
and we'll do our best to clarify that. 

If you want to, again, confer with your counsel, we can go 
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off the necond and stop the clock to provide you with opportunity. 

Admiral Winnefeld . Can I ask you a question on the clearance 
level? 

Ms . Clarke . Yes . 

Admiral Winnefeld . TS/SCI will, then, comply with special 
compartmented intelligence. 

Ms . Clarke . Yes . 

Admiral Winnefeld . How about code word programs, operational 
programs? Are we cleared for that as well? 

Ms . Clarke . Yes . 

Mr. Hudson . So I think we're cleared to -- 

Ms . Clarke . Yes . 

Admiral Winnefeld . Okay. I just want to make sure. 

Ms. Clarke . We'd like to take a break whenever it's 
convenient for you. It could be after every hour or whatever you 
prefer. If you need anything, again, just let us know. 

Admiral Winnefeld . Okay. 

Ms. Clarke . As you can see, an official reporter is taking 
down everything you say to make a written record. So we ask that 
you give verbal responses to all questions, yes and no, as opposed 
to nods of the head. And I'm going to ask the reporter to please 
feel free to jump in, in case you do respond nonverbally. 

Mr. Tolar. Dust on that same note, we're going to be 
discussing a lot of acronyms and DOD-specific things. We may ask 
you to elaborate on that just so we have a clear record of what 
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exactly we'ne talking about. 

Admiral Winnefeld . Okay. 

Ms. Clarke . AlsOj we should both try not to talk over each 
other so it's easier to get a clear record. We want you to answer 
our questions in the most complete and truthful manner possible. 
We'll take our time and repeat or clarify our questions if 
necessary. 

If you honestly don't know the answer to a question or you 
don't remember, it's best not to guess. Please just give us your 
best recollection, and if there are things that you do not know or 
you can't remember, just say so, and please inform us who, to the 
best of your knowledge, may be able to provide a more complete 
answer to the question. 

Admiral Winnefeld . Okay. 

Ms. Clarke . You are required to answer questions from 
Congress truthfully. Do you understand that? 

Admiral Winnefeld . I do. 

Ms. Clarke . This also applies to questions posed by 
congressional staff in an interview. Do you understand that? 

Admiral Winnefeld . I do. 

Ms. Clarke . Witnesses that knowingly provide false testimony 
could be subject to criminal prosecution for perjury or for making 
false statements. Do you understand that? 

Admiral Winnefeld . I do. 

Ms. Clarke . Is there any reason you are unable to provide 
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truthful answers to today's questions? 

Admiral Winnefeld . None whatsoever. 

Ms. Clarke . Okay. That's the end of my preamble. 

Does the minority have anything that they would like to add? 

Ms. Rauch . lust thank you for being here today. We 
appreciate your volunteering to appear before this committeej and 
we look forward to your testimony. 

Admiral Winnefeld . Okay. 

Ms. Clarke . And with thatj the clock reads 11:09, and so we 
will go ahead and get started. 

EXAMINATION 

BY MS. CLARKE: 

Q Admiral Winnefeld, I understand that you are now 
retired. Could you describe for us the position that you held 
prior to retiring with DOD? 

A I was the vice chairman of the loint Chiefs of Staff 
before I retired on the 1st of August last year. 

Q And can you just give us a brief overview of what your 
duties as the vice chairman of the loint Chiefs of Staff were? 

A Essentially, the Chairman's alter ego, unofficially. 
Officially, essentially, three portfolios. One being a policy 
portfolio, which involved formulation of strategy, participation 
in Deputies Committee meetings at the White House and the like. 
Another portfolio was investments, which included running the 
loint Requirements Oversight Council, participating in budget 
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meetings j and assisting with the acquisition piece. And the 
thindj of course, is the personnel side, both the good and the 
ugly side of the personnel side. That, in rough cut, is what the 
vice chairman does. Sort of the man behind the curtain trying to 
keep the trains moving. 

Q And so you mentioned that you participate in the 
Deputies Committees. So you represent the DOD, the Doint Staff at 
Deputies Committee meetings. Is that correct? 

A I represented the loint Staff at Deputies Committee 
meetings and normally had a counterpart from the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense at my side who would represent the civilian 
side of the Department. 

Q And during the time -- our focus here today would be on 
the attacks in Benghazi. So during September of 2012, who was 
that counterpart that would have represented the Secretary of 
Defense? 

A I believe it was lim Miller. Michele Flournoy, I 
think, had left at that point, but you'd probably want to get a 
precise timeline of when she left when he took over as the under 
secretary of defense for policy. 

Q Okay. So let's go to September 11th, 2012, and the 
night of the attack. When did you first learn about the attack in 
Benghazi? 

A I was that afternoon in a loint Requirements Oversight 
Council meeting in the bowels of the Pentagon. We do it in a very 
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classified space. When I, sent ofj came up fon ain^ and I don't 
know the precise time, it was somewhere around 4:30 or 5:00, I was 
informed that there had been an attack in Benghazi. 

I don't recall the exact nature of that report, but I believe 
it was when the attack was over that the report was given to me, 
that there had been an attack, that the Ambassador was missing, 
that one person was killed, but that the remainder of the 
personnel there had been evacuated to a safe location. 

Q So you said that was around 4:30 or 5 o'clock. And do 
you recall, once you learned of the attack, did you have 
opportunity to talk with the Secretary of Defense or the Chairman 
of the 3oint Chiefs of Staff about what you had learned? 

A No, because my understanding was that the Secretary, 
the Chairman, and General Ham were together, and I was told they 
were together, and they had either received the news together or 
they were huddled up very, very shortly after General Ham had 
gotten the news, but it was a very quick timeline there, and they 
were off and running managing the situation. And in fact, I think 
the Chairman was going over to the White House with the Secretary 
right after that. 

So I was aware that they were aware, but I didn't spend any 
time with them, because our paths just didn't cross. 

Q Okay. And who informed you of the attack? 

A I believe it was the deputy director for operations, we 
call him the DDO, down at the National Military Command Center. 
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And probably, you know, when I -- when I came back up to my 
office, I suspect it was my staff that said: Hey, the DDO is 
trying to reach you. And I called him. But he's the one who 

informed me of, you know, the full report. 

Q And so is your understanding that the Secretary of 
Defense and the Chairman had been informed of the attack? 

A Yes . 

Q And you believe that they were in transit to or may 
have already left for a meeting with the White House? 

A That's what I was -- I recall. 

Q Once you were informed of the attack, what did you do 

at that time? 

A I was really curious about what actions were in train, 
what was our approach to the situation. And given that we thought 

that the attack was over and the people were in a safe location, 

our attention was turning towards what's the likelihood of a 
copycat attack elsewhere in the region, because, you know, we had 
the attack in Cairo, and now an attack in Benghazi, which was 
completely unexpected. Now what? 

So how do we posture ourselves to best protect ourselves from 
the potential copycat elsewhere in the region, and with the 
Ambassador still missing, are we about to do have a hostage rescue 
mission? And in the longer term, who are these people who did 
this, and how do we hold them accountable? But that was not an 
immediate concern. We were more concerned about our people. We 
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were concerned about particularly the Ambassadorj not knowing 
where he was. And then what else in the region do we need to 
prepare for. 

Q And you mentioned the event in Cairo. When did you 
become aware of what was happening in CairOj and what did you 
learn about that? 

A I don't remember much about the timeline of Cairo. I 
believe it was the day prior. And as that unfolded j we received 
reports about the security situation. We didn't really have 
anything postured to go in there. It wasn't a -- it wasn't a 
friendly place to put U.S. forces and to try to rescue an embassy. 
And the Egyptians were handling that. 

We were obviously more concerned^ I thinkj about whether this 
was going to spread through the region. Particularly after the 
attack of Benghazi^ what's next? And we were worried about 
Tripoli, we were worried about Tunis, and any other number of 
cities . 

Q And so with respect to the events in Cairo, you 
mentioned that the Egyptians were handling it. What did you mean 
by that? 

A My understanding was that the Egyptian security forces 
were maybe a little late, but they were helping to secure the 
Embassy. 

Q Did you have an understanding of whether Libyan 
security forces were helping to secure individuals in Benghazi? 
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A The only thing that I recall was the 17th of February 
Brigade, or whatever it was called, was, you know, a militia, 
right, vastly different from the government force and in Egypt as 
opposed to a militia force in Benghazi, but that they were 
friendly to Ambassador Stevens, who had a good relationship with 
them, and were providing, supposedly, some kind of security after 
the fact to help our guys in a safe place. 

Q And so you learned of the attack, and you focused on 
the likelihood of a copycat attacking the region and better 
posturing to respond to a potential followon event. What, 
specifically, did you learn or were you told about the posture 
currently and steps needed to move the posture into a better 
ability to respond? 

A I think there was a lot of discussion going among the 
Secretary, Chairman Dempsey, and General Ham at the time about 
what action should be taken to posture forces better in the event 
of a copycat attack. 

Q And were you a part of those conversations? 

A I was not part of that. And so that's why I think 

there was discussion going on about activating the FAST platoons 
and moving the commander's in extremis force, the CIF, (REDACTED) 
We weren't sure yet whether that was going to be needed, because 
we didn't know where Ambassador Stevens was. 

Q lust to step back for a moment, this discussion that 
you're talking about, between Secretary Panetta and General Ham 
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and General Dempsey^ occurred following the meeting with the White 
House? Is that correct? 

A I don't know. I wasn't part of that. I think they 
were probable discussing it before they went over to the White 
House. I think that there were probably discussions going on 
between the director of joint operations on the loint Staff and 
AFRICOM. I don't know -- you knowj I wasn't privy to those 
discussions. I would suspect that people were ramping up options 
to offer to people. It was like: Hey^ what do we have available? 
What's out there? What could we move? What could we activate? 
What could we put on a higher alert? That sort of thing. That 
was coalescing^ I thinks probably during that time^ but I was not 
part of that. 

BY MR. TOLAR: 

Q Following the White House meetings we know that 
Secretary Panetta got together with General Ham, General Dempsey, 
a few other folks. Immediately upon his return to the Pentagon, 
at that time he discussed what the course of action going forward 
was going to be. And at that time, it's our understanding that he 
told General Ham: Prepare your folks to deploy. For all intents 
and purposes, he was told. General Ham was informed: Do what you 
need to do to get your folks in place. 

A Okay. 

Q Is that your understanding of events? 

A My understanding was that the sort of final direction. 
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decisions, that was done after they came back from the White 
House . 

Q Yes, sir. I'm sorry. That's what I'm talking about. 
Immediately following the White House, now he's got the blessing 
from the President, do what you need to do. 

A Right. 

Q Secretary Panetta, at that point, tells General Ham, 
General Dempsey: Do what you need to do, you have permission to 
deploy --to prepare to deploy, obviously. And that would have 
been around 6:30 at night following that White House meeting. Is 
that generally your understanding of how that -- 

A I know there was a discussion that occurred among those 
three after they got back. I don't know the exact timeline of 
that discussion. I think later, after that discussion, is when 
the formal orders went out that directed movement (REDACTED) FAST 
platoons, and I think the CIF as well, but I don't know the exact 
time . 

Q Sure. 

A But your timeline sounds about right. 

Q What is your understanding of when AFRICOM received 
authority, verbal authority, to do what they needed to do? 

A After the White House meeting at some point. When 
Secretary Panetta gave the -- what we call a voco -- 

Q Sure. 

A -- verbal authorization, basically, sometime after the 
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White House meetingj I would guess sometime between 6 or 8 o'clock 
at night. 
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BY MS. CLARKE: 

Q So you talked about the three assets that ultimately 
were deployed. Were you a part of any discussion about the 
greater picture of what assets were available and kind of 
narrowing down the field to which assets would actually be 
deployed? 

A NOj I think I was -- I was generally aware of what was 
available, having served in the European theater. I knew, in 
fact, the FAST platoons used to work for me when I was the 6th 
Fleet commander, so I had a pretty good understanding of what 
their capabilities were and, frankly, weren't. So I had a fairly 
decent feel. 

And, of course, as the events unfolded, you would find, you 
know, what's actually there, are there any ships there, that sort 
of thing. So I wasn't necessarily part of the discussion in terms 
of what would be activated, what would be moved, because, you 
know, in my humble position, I was trusting of Carter Ham and 
Marty Dempsey and the Secretary, with the people who were around 
them advising them, I think the director of operations was 
probably with them, giving them advice. And I didn't need to be 
another cook, you know, stirring the pot there when they were 
sequestered making those decisions themselves. 

I will tell you, ordinarily, I would probably be part of 
that. That day I was not, because I had so many meetings that 
afternoon, and then I was hosting a dinner for the ASEAN 
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ambassadors that night and was confident, my understanding was 
that Marty and Carter had this under control in terms of offering 
the right options to be exercised. 

Mr. Gowdy . So General Dempsey and General Ham would have 
been the ones that could tell us the full panoply of every 
conceivable asset available at a certain time? 

Admiral Winnefeld . I would say -- you know, opening the 
aperture on that a little bit, because so much of what AFRICOM 
does is dependent, at least back then, particularly, depended on 
EUCOM assets. You want to bring EUCOM into that in terms of what 
was available that they could provide. 

And there's generally --we had found a very collegial 
relationship among the COCOMs, in terms of when somebody's in 
extremist, willingness to share, you know, pushing assets to 
brother COCOMs. And so I think you want to tap into the European 
Command stream to make sure that you had a complete understanding. 

And also. Special Operations Command stream, because 
sometimes Special Operations Forces are in theater and the COCOM 
doesn't necessarily have a complete understanding. So if you 
really want to get the full measure, you'd need to do that. 

Mr. Tolar. Do you have an appreciation what SOCOM assets 
were in the AOR at that time? 

Admiral Winnefeld . Not a full appreciation. I know that 
the -- there was the CIF was exercising in Croatia. They had 
their own C-130S with them that did not belong to EUCOM, that 
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those were SOCOM assets. And there are other SACEUR forces 
aroundj Stuttgart^ I guesSj is where most of them were living. 

But I don't have memorized what the exact laydown was. 

Mr. Tolar. Why do you say their aircraft were with them in 
Croatia. 

Admiral Winnefeld . Because they were doing an exercise, and 
the exercise required them to have their aircraft there. They had 
a number of C-130S with them. 

Mr. Gowdy. Admiral, I have to vote, so I want to apologize 
to you for the distraction of leaving. I am coming back. And, 
hopefully, that will be the last vote series. 

Admiral Winnefeld . Okay. 

Mr. Gowdy. So I apologize for the distraction of leaving. 

Admiral Winnefeld . Okay. 

Mr. Tolar. My apologies. 

To return to that briefly. Everything we've learned to date 
indicates that the aircraft were not colocated with the CIF. 

Admiral Winnefeld . Depends what you mean by colocate. And I 
don't know the exact geography of that, but I believe, and you are 
going to want to check this, that the C-130S were in and around 
Croatia at the time, because they were flying and they were doing 
an exercise. But I'd also say that they were -- they 
were -- because they were doing an exercise, they were busy, they 
were working. 

Mr. Tolar. Yes, sir. 
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Ms. Clarke . So when were you made aware of which assets 
would actually be deployed to respond to the situation in 
Benghazi? 

Admiral Winnefeld . I got more clarity on that when my dinner 
was over. If I remember correctly^ I was interrupted during my 
dinner with a phone call at one point. And I believe -- I don't 
have perfect recall here^ it has been 3-1/2 years -- that I was 
just being given an update and that the Secretary had decided to 
deploy the FAST platoon -- FAST platoons^ I guess, the 
CIF(REDACTED) And then I finished my dinner. And then when the 
dinner was over, you know, I caught back up and I sort of jumped 
in to see how the deployment was going. 

BY MR. TOLAR: 

Q Did you return to the Pentagon? 

A No, I did not. I didn't need to. (REDACTED) 

Q Approximately what time did you leave for your dinner 
engagement? 

A Let's see, I probably left the Pentagon 5:30 or 6. 

Q And what time was your dinner engagement over, 
approximately? 

A It was over probably around 9:30. 

Q Thank you. 

Ms. Clarke . Given that you were engaged in a dinner event 
until 9:30, you did not attend the 7:30 SVTC that occurred with 
the White House and the State Department. Were you briefed on 
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what was discussed during that SVTC? 

Admiral Winnefeld . I don't recall whether I was -- I 
probably got a debrief after my dinner was over^ but there's 
enough time that elapsed between the end of that. And I didn't 
want to get in the 33 's way. The 33 , Admiral Tiddj I believe^ I 
believe, attended for me. And I didn't want to look over his 
shoulder, get in his way. He was carrying out whatever actions he 
needed to carry over. 

And later on in the evening, when I sort of jumped back into 
the problem, I didn't want to be part of the problem by taking a 
lot of bandwidth to catch up. I just sort of eased back in, read 
emails, listened to any updates that I might have gotten over the 
phone, which were not many. So I did not get, as I recall, a full 
line-by-line accounting of what happened at the VTC? 
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BY MR. TOLAR: 

Q In terms of the planning for a response, obviously, 
AFRICOM's got the plan on that, correct? 

A Yes, sir, sure. 

Q So General Ham and his staff are planning the response? 

A Sure. 

Q What's going on at the joint level? Are they 
also -- what is the 13 doing? Is he just trying to facilitate or 
kind of what is that role? 

A There's generally a collegial cooperative discussion 

going on between the staffs of the IBs. You usually try to let 
the COCOM kind of have a little quiet time to get their act 
together and to come you with the different courses of action that 
they would hastily assemble in this case. It's not a, you know, 
it's not an abbreviated process, but you make it as quick as you 
can. 

And then the loint Staff will overwatch that as best they 
can, because there's considerable expertise, you have the best 
staff officers on the planet on the Joint Staff, and they would 
offer helpful additions or deletions or ideas or what have you to 
something like that when they were exposed to AFRICOM's initial 
thinking. 

So there's a certain collegial back-and-forth process would 
be generally, how that worked. I don't know how it worked that 
night, but I'm suspecting there was some brainstorming going on 
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oven the phone between AFRICOM's D3 and the Doint Staff's 33. 

Q And once you reengaged after the dinner, were you in 
just kind of receive mode? (REDACTED) 

A I didn't have any -- there's no sort of common 
operational picture where I could watch things moving or anything 
like that. But the one thing that I wanted to make sure we were 
doing our best on was making sure the airlift was going to be 
available as quickly as possible. Because we didn't -- there was 
nothing on alert in the EUCOM ADR, you know, technical term of 
alert. 

And I wanted to make sure that we were not losing any time 
there and called General Breedlove, who at the time was the ED 
safety commander, at U.S. Air Forces Europe, commander, to say: 
Hey, is there anything we can do to move the timeline left? 

And he said he had already waived crew rest, so that was not 
an issue for his C-130S. And what they were really waiting on is 
just the physics of getting airplanes and aircrews rigged from a 
standing start. You know, they've got to go pull countermeasures 
out of a magazine and bring it over and load it on the airplane. 
They've got to probably -- because there are two C-130S they were 
doing. They had to probably unload one or both, I don't know, but 
generally, those things sit loaded. So they had to pull pallets 
off and prepare them for accepting the FAST platoon and they could 
get to Rota. Had to get the aircrews briefed, awake, you know, 
alert, and that sort of thing. 
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So there's a process they had to go through j but I really 
give USAFE some credit for^ from a standing start, actually making 
a pretty good alert time as far as I can tell. I don't remember 
the exact hours and numbers there, but they did pretty well given 
the fact that they weren't already standing at alert. 

Q Do you recall at what time it was, approximately, when 
you engaged General Breedlove? 

A I don't. I know it was -- had to before around 1 in 
the morning and sometime probably after my dinner, of course. But 
based on my discussions with the loint Staff DDO, what have you, I 
just felt like, okay, let me make sure we are moving as fast as we 
can, so I called him. Sometime after 9:30 and before 1 in the 
morning, let's say. 

Q Were you sensing that perhaps the air wasn't moving as 
quickly as you would like to see it and you are trying to 
encourage it? Is that fair? 

A I think it was a matter of not knowing whether it was 
or not. I just wanted to make sure. I wasn't getting the signal 
of difficulty, where, hey, these guys are taking too long, you 
know, can't you light a fire, you know. It wasn't anything like 
that. It was just, I wish we could get going here, and I wanted 
to get an understanding of whether they were doing everything we 
can. 

And immediately Phil said, "I waived crew rest," straight off 
the bat, which was in his authority to do and only his authority. 
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And they moved pretty quick getting the airplanes ready. 

Q After that point, did you monitor or have a sense or an 
appreciation of how long it was, in fact, taking the planes to get 
up and mobilized, et cetera? 

A Yeah. I was aware of -- and I don't have an exact 
recollection of the precise timelines, you know, that caused 
them -- you know, how long it would take them to get to Rota, how 
long it would take them to load and so on. But I was monitoring 
that as it happened. 

And you know, when you are back in Washington, it's never 
fast enough for you. But you also know, having been an 
experienced person in the field, that there's always things that 
go wrong, the fuel truck, you know, isn't working, they have to go 
get another fuel truck, things like that are always impediments. 
And you just grind your teeth and try to resist calling and 
harassing people who are doing the very best they can to get these 
things moving. 

Q The C-130S came out of Ramstein, is that your 
understanding? 

A It's my understanding. 

Q Who prioritizes -- and I understand the 

in-system-select program utilized by USAFE, et cetera -- 

A Right. 

Q -- but who makes the call as to who gets the priority 

support for those aircrafts? Is that TRANSCOM? 
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A In terms of what the -- 

Q This C-130 here is the next one available to go. Who 
decides where it's going to go that night? 

A Yeah. I think -- you have to really talk to USAFE and 
TRANSCOM about that to get the precise answer. If USAFE has their 
own organic C-130Sj then they can -- then that's their show. They 
can say: We are going to move these C-130S to do thatj it's sort 
of tactical thing. 

I think you'd probably find the C-17 piece^ when you are 
starting to get into real operational airliftj you know, strategic 
airlift, that TRANSCOM would have a say. And, again, I don't want 
to speculate. I really shouldn't speculate in a setting like 
this. But you'll get a good answer out of USAFE and TRANSCOM in 
terms of who has the real clear authority. 

But I have no doubt that in an in extremis situation like 
that, that nobody would be saying no to a request for a bird, and 
I don't recall anybody that night turning anything down. 

Q Sure. Yes, sir. I'm guessing -- so, obviously, it's 
fair to say that you would assume that that night the response to 
Benghazi was the number one issue? 

A Oh, absolutely. 

Q And that's what everybody was moving toward? 

A Absolutely. Without question. 

Q Did you or did -- at your level, did you all have any 

input as to which one of those response elements were the 
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pnionity? 

A In terms of -- 

Q CIF versus FAST? 

A I don't think it was a question of which one was 
priorityj because the aircraft that were going to move to CIF were 
not USAFE aircraft; they were the SOCOM aircraft. So it 
wasn't --it wasn't like we were going to -- like USAFE was having 
to decidOj wellj I've got only so many C-130S, and I need to 
decide whether I'm going to send some to Rota and send some to 
Croatia. That wasn't a factor. 

My recollection was the only thing USAFE was focused on was 
getting those C-130S to move to the FAST platoonj because the CIF 
was going to move with their own organic C-130S. (REDACTED) The 
CIF sort of own those guys. It may have been in an airfield not 
far awayj but they may have had to fly from one place to another 
very briefly to pick up the CIF. But that was their show. 

And I also believe that you'll find, if you ask -- and, 
again, I don't have perfect recall here, because it has been 
3-1/2, but the C-130S that were with the CIF were working. They 
were in an exercise. So their aircrews were tired. And I believe 
they were put into crew rest before they could move the CIF as 
opposed to the C-130S where Phil Breedlove waived crew rest, 
because he's got a bigger pool of C-130 crews at Ramstein he can 
draw from. You only had what you had with the CIF. 

Q So who was the SOCOM commander at the time? 


UNCLASSIFIED 



655 


A The SOCOM commanden? 

Q Yes. 

A Was that Bill McRaven at that time? But he wouldn't 

have been the guy making that call. 

Q I guess who could waive crew restj just the COCOM 
commander for the SOCOM assets? 

A Good -- I don't know. The SACEUR commander would be 
the person probably^ but I don't know what -- how SOCOM works 
those authorities. 

Q Sure. 

A But they were in crew rest, because they had -- I 

believe they -- I don't know for sure, but I believe they had been 
flying that night and their crews were spent. 

So look at it this way. You have X number of C-130S at 
Ramstein, and X-plus-many C-130 crews, so it's kind of a pool. 

And waiving crew rest in that situation is a very low-risk thing. 

For the exercise, I believe you probably only have one C-130 
crew per C-130, and those guys have already flown, and they're 
done for the day. And so my sense is that SACEUR probably put 
them on crew rest to get them reset so that they could fly safely 
to move the CIF. 

Q I guess knowing the CIF's role (REDACTED) 

A Right. 

Q Clearly, they did not meet it that night? 

A Nope, they didn't. 
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Q Who has the authority to say(REDACTED)who could waive 

that? 

A The best answer I can give you is the person who sets 
that requirement is the person who can waive that requirement. 

And it's probably the AFRICOM commander who sets that 
requirements. It's not the Secretary. At least it wasn't then. 

And so if they wanted to say^ hey^ we're in the middle of an 
exercisOj and when we're in the middle of an exercise, our 
response time is going to suffer, are you okay with that? Then, 
theoretically, the AFRICOM commander can waive that. 

Now, if it's a shared CIF, and I can't remember whether the 
CIF back then was shared between AFRICOM and EUCOM, then they both 
have to agree to that, at least in theory. But it sounds like the 
CIF would have made their timeline, but the airlift was the issue. 

Q They sat on the tarmac for about 9 hours? 

A Yes . 

Q They were ready to go, sat around for 9 hours, 
approximately. I guess what I don't understand is, if the CIF has 
an extremis role over here, but they also have that other half 
they put on when the balloon goes up and something serious happens 
and 0300 is put into play, they had that hat on that night -- 

A The CIF did. 

Q Yes, sir. 

A Yes . 

Q Obviously, when the balloon went up and they got the 
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call, they weren't -- they responded in conjunction with that 
mission, that special mission. That special mission has 
requirements, and I think that requirement, I would assume, and I 
don't know this, I hope you can answer, is bigger than a EUCOM or 
COCOM commander, because it's a bigger response, (REDACTED) and 
that's why I'm just trying to make sure I understand who can tell 
them(REDACTED)we ' 11 give you a pass on that? 

A We give those kinds of authorities to combatant 
commanders, at least we did back then. And I think one of the 
many things we learned that night that may not have had an effect 
that night but could have had an effect under different 
circumstances, to be quite honest, is that we needed to better 
synch up our airlift alert times to our response force alert 
times. And that was a lesson we took out of that and have since 
done it. And I would add, at no small cost. There's no free 
lunch in this business. 

Q Yes, sir. 

A And if I remember correctly, USAFE has lost about 25 
percent of their training time because of the need now to have 
aircrews basically sitting on their hands in alert. 

Q We've seen them. Yes, sir. 

A So they have less training capability, less airlift 
capability, because they are now sitting in alert. It's the new 
normal, right? 

Q Yes, sir. No, we actually went to Ramstein, and we saw 


UNCLASSIFIED 



658 


the two C-130S oven there out by themselves. 

A Yes, they didn't use to have that. 

Q And they said these are tethered to the GIF, right, and 
everything else is over here to the left and the others to the 
right . 

A Big lesson learned. 

Q We appreciate that. 

A I don't know that it would have made a difference that 

night, candidly, but it would have made a difference on another 
night . 

Q Well, it's -- I guess that gets to kind of the sense of 
urgency levied by DOD. If, in fact, this unit that has this 
requirement to be up and running can't meet that because the 
airplanes are on crew rest, are you aware if anybody reached out 
to USAFE and said, "Hey, I got a guy sitting on the deck, they've 
been there 1 hour, they have been there 5 hours, can you get a 
plane down there to get these guys rolling?" The Secretary says 
he wants everything done as quickly as possible. We have a sense 
of urgency; we've got stuff going down. Did anybody reach out to 
USAFE and say, hey, could you help us? 

A I don't know. 

Q Who would know that? 

A The SACEUR commander might. You know, people tend to 
work inside their own stovepipes. Hey, I've got my own airplanes; 
I'm a special operator; I want to use my own airplanes to move my 
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own guySj because we know each other and we train together^ so I 
going to throw my guys in crew rest. And remember j the reason we 
were moving the CIFj we were moving it to, what, Sigonella. 

Q Yes, sir. 

A It was not because they were going to go to Benghazi. 

Q Correct. 

A We were worried about the copycat attacks elsewhere in 

the region. And so I think they were more in a -- it wasn't a 
lack of urgency, but it was -- you know, they keep safety in mind. 
It was, okay, there could be a copycat attack; we need to 
reposture ourselves in the theater. Let's do it, but let's not 
kill ourselves doing it. 

You know, in 20/20 hindsight, if anybody had known there was 
going to be a second attack and that potentially the CIF could end 
up going there, maybe they would have asked that question that 
you're asking. But, again, their mindset was we're moving the CIF 
to Sigonella because something else could happen in the region. 

But, you know, we needed to, and we ended up better 
synchronizing our airlift. And I don't know whether the SACEUR 
commander asked that question or not. 

Q And you mentioned the CIF was being relocated or moved 
into the ISB in order to -- for a potential followon operation. 

A Right. 

Q Is it not your understanding that the CIF, the primary 
mission, though, (REDACTED) to possibly conduct a rescue, because 
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at this time you did not know the Ambassador was passed? 

A Right. They could -- the GIF could be used for any 
number of things(REDACTED) j including supporting the National 
Mission Force.] 

BY MS. CLARKE: 

Q So I think we jumped ahead a little bit and talked 
about some specific issues. But if we can turn back to the 
timeline where you were being alerted to what assets were going to 
be deployed. You said you thought that that may have occurred 
sometime around 9:30 once you finished your previous engagement. 

Is that correct? 

A Correct. 

Q And then that -- 

A It may have -- pardon me for interrupting -- it may 
have been during an update phone call in the middle of my dinner 
that I took. I don't remember when exactly I got that 
informationj but it was either then or right after the dinner. 

Q Okay. Do you recall who you talked to during your 
update phone call? 

A It was probably the DDO, the deputy director for 
operations . 

Q And so once you were notified of the assets that were 
going to be deployed^ did you have any further discussions with 
anyone about whether you thought there were additional assets that 
should be considered or assets that hadn't been considered that 
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you thought needed to be a pant of this response? 

A I don't know for sure. I don't have perfect recall of 
that conversation. But knowing mOj I probably asked what Navy 
ships do we have in the region. There wasn't a very good answer 
there, because the amphibious ships were all in the Central 
Command in AOR. Sometimes we get lucky there, sometimes we don't. 
I probably asked a couple of other questions, but I don't recall 
specifically. 

Q Do you recall asking any questions about whether there 
could be close air support provided from Aviano Air Force Base, if 
that option had been considered? 

A Yeah, we talked about that, and there are probably 
seven or eight cascading reasons why that just wasn't a very good 
idea. And it was fair quickly ruled out. 

Q And what were some of the reasons why that was not a 
good idea? 

A You want me to go through the whole litany? I think I 

can. 

Q Okay. 

A First of all, when you look at what it takes to 
generate those forces inside Aviano, you have air crews. It's the 
middle of the night. They are sleeping. They've got to get woken 
up. And you could waive the crew rest. You've got to get them 
briefed. You've got to get ordnance literally moved from a 
magazine that's not adjacent to the airfield. You've got to move 
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that ordnance, which is a time-consuming process. You've got to 
load it on the airplanes. You might want to go watch that process 
sometime, because it's not just slap a bottom on an airplane. It 
takes quite some time. 

That's assuming that you've gotten permission from the 
Italians to even do this, because they have a very close hold on 
what flies in and out of Aviano's weapon center. So let's say you 
get that done. 

Then you got to get tankers, because an F-16 could probably 
make it down to Benghazi, but it won't come home unless it gets 
gas, and it won't be able to stay there very long unless it gets 
gas before it flames out. So you've got to get tankers. Those 
are going to come from England. 

Those F-16S, they have got to fly the distance from 
Dallas -- or Washington to Dallas, let's say. The tankers have 
got to fly the distance from Washington to Phoenix. So these are 
vast distances, so there's the time of flight to get there. 

But let's say you could just snap your fingers and there were 
F-16S suddenly over Benghazi immediately. It's the middle of the 
night; there's no joint tactical air controller on the ground. 

You don't even have any communications with people on the ground. 
You don't even know where this is happening. If you're lucky and 
you've got a latitude and a longitude to point your systems at, 
you might be able to see the action going on on the ground, if 
there was action going on on the ground, but for most of the night 
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there wasn't. 

No Ain Force or Navy pilot will ever drop a bomb into an area 
where they are not certain who's there and what's going on unless 
there's communications with people on the ground and a 3TAC or 
what we call a forward air controller airborne. 

So, I mean, it was highly unlikely that we were going to be 
able to make a difference, even if we could get there in time with 
air power, so we chose not to do it. 

Q Now, we were just -- you were just talking about the 
CIF being moved to an intermediate staging base, not necessarily 
to respond to Benghazi, but because of concern of followon copycat 
attacks . 

A Right. 

Q So the CIF was moved in advance to prepare for 
potentials. Why wasn't that same consideration given to, okay, 
the close air support may not being able to respond to Benghazi, 
but we think other things may happen? Why weren't -- why wasn't 
Aviano contacted to say, "Go ahead and get prepared just in case 
something happens"? 

A I think if you ask USAFE -- and, again, I could be 

wrong here -- I think you'll find that they, on their own, put 

aircrafts eventually on alert at Aviano. 

Q And they did. I believe the squadron commander 

testified to the HASC committee that he was alerted at 9:05 a.m. 
on the morning of the 12th, so that's several hours after the 
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attack had happened, and that's several hours after the other 
forces had been authorized to deploy. 

And so I guess just my question is, during that initial 
determination that, okay, we don't know what's going to happen 
next, maybe we should start getting assets ready to deploy, why 
wasn't there a consideration at that moment to -- 

A Yeah. Well, it's a valid question, but I would say 
that even if there were copycat attacks somewhere else in the 
area, you're still going to be reluctant to just go dropping bombs 
willy-nilly into an area like that without a 3TAC on the ground. 
It's a very big, blunt instrument to use, and it's a very 
dangerous instrument to use in a close quarters environment, urban 
area, where you don't know who's who and that sort of thing. It's 
just not a great employment. 

USAFE did it out of an abundance of caution, but I don't 
know that we would ever use them. You could, in daylight hours, 
do a flyover of some sort, which is about as good as I think it 
gets. But it wasn't --it wasn't foremost on our minds. I give 
USAFE credit for taking the initiative of putting those guys on 
the line. 

Mr. Tolar. So USAFE indicated that they had a three-phased 
plan for the use of FAST movers, and the first phase was a 8- to 
10,000 kilometer high-speed pass above the SMC range? 

A A thousand feet. 

Q I'm sorry. Yes. Yes. Second one was drop flares over 
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the Annex. The third one was to fine some kind of kinetic rounds 
into that field next to the Annex. Were you aware that they had 
made such plans? 

A I was not. That's sort of a tactical-level thing. 

Q Sure. Okay. 

A But makes sense to me. Again^ it was going to be too 
latOj too little too late. But that sounds sensible j and in 
daylight hours, you might even consider a lower fly-by. And I did 
it many times myself in Iraq. 

Q And going back, just being proactive, I mean, the 
commander wasn't informed until 9 the next morning, some almost 12 
hours after the attack, to get the ball rolling. Does that seem 
reasonable if you're trying to be proactive and plan ahead, does 
that seem reasonable that the DOD would -- the food chain would 
wait some 12 hours to tell them to be proactive and move toward 
the sound of the guns? 

A Yeah. At the DOD level, we were really not focused on 
close air support, because of the infeasibility of really getting 
it there, and then the minimal effect it would have once it got 
there. But, again, it makes sense, Phil was, you know, feeling 
frustrated, he wants to help, he wants to do something, that he 
would put his aircrews on alert. I think it makes sense. 

But could we -- could DOD have directed that earlier? Yeah, 
we could have, probably. But I don't think it was a lack of 
anxiousness or leaning forward. 
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Q I hear you say thatj sir^ but it just -- it seems like 
every issue associated with the aircraft seems like it just took 
an extremely long period of time to get planes in the air. I 
meanj the FAST team is sitting on the deck for some 6 hours, you 
know, they're waiting for planes. Basically, almost 15 hours from 
the time that they were told they were entering before a plane 
even lands, and then they start doing it. It just seems like it 
took an extremely long period of time before the aircraft being 
mobilized, prepared to move these guys. 

And based on what we've learned, AFRICOM commander, 
approximately 6:30, could have been 6:15, could have been 7 p.m.. 
East Coast time, had the authority to meet and move to the ISB. 
It's just like it took them a long time. 

A I think there are a number of factors in play. One, it 
wasn't a matter of not having enough urgency, I think it was more 
a matter of posture, coupled with the fact that the focus was on 
regional challenges, not on something additional was going to 
happen in Benghazi later that night. And so when there was not 
the perception of an immediate threat right there -- 

Q 5ure. 

A -- people are going to operate safely. 

Q Yes, sir. 

A And they want the people to fly safely. They 

want -- especially when you are carrying troopers around. And the 
posture piece, as I said, the airlift was not in an alert posture. 
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Probably should have been. 

Q Notwithstanding the posture issue^ I meanj again^ the 
Ambassador was missing. We did not know that he had expired at 
that time. 

A Yeah. 

Q And so I just -- I don't see the sense of urgency 
associated with responding to finding this Ambassador and possibly 
trying to execute a rescue mission. 

A I think an indication of the sense of urgency is that 

Phil Breedlove waived all crew rest on his guys. 

Q Sure. 

A He could have put his hand down and said: I'm sorry j 

I've got to put people on crew rest. And we had a discussion. I 
didn't need to persuade him at all. He was ready to go. It's 
just the physics of getting the airplanes ready and wanting to fly 
safely to get the guys out. 

Mr. Gowdy . Hang on one second, Mac. 

When was the crew rest conversation? 

I apologize for just coming back in from votes. 

Admiral Winnefeld . Sir, sometime after I finished my dinner 
that I was hosting, and sometime, I think, before 1 in the 
morning, I had a phone call with Phil, and I was just trying to 
make sure that everything was being done to get the airplanes 
moving. And I asked him about crew rest, and he said: I've 
waived it. 
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Mr. Gowdy. I don't have the -- 

Admiral Winnefeld . Pardon me for interruptingj sir. That 
was for the C-130S going to pick up the FAST. 

Mr. Gowdy. Yes, sir. 

Admiral Winnefeld . I did not have a conversation with 
anybody on the C-130S that were organically located with the GIF, 
because they did go into crew rest, because they were already 
tired. They had been used. So I apologize for the interruption. 

Mr. Gowdy. No, sir. And I don't have time to do it justice, 
so I am going to have to come back when our hour is, but I can 
just say that all of the members, I'm sure, on both sides are 
constantly asked by folks at home who are not in a position to 
know why nothing reached Benghazi. And if anything should be 
beyond politics, if anything can be beyond politics in today's 
culture, it should be our military. So I would rather us take all 
the time necessary, and you interrupt me whenever you want to, so 
we can lay out for our fellow citizens what happened and why. 

Admiral Winnefeld . Sure. 

Mr. Gowdy. And to that extend, if I could just go back 
chronologically, there's been testimony that the President circa 5 
p.m. on the 11th told Secretary Panetta: Do everything you can to 
help our people. That was Secretary Panetta 's testimony. That 
may not be verbatim, but that's the gist of it, do everything you 
can. 

And Secretary Panetta 's testimony was that he came back and 
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said the same thing: Deploy, don't prepare to deploy, don't think 
about it, don't -- you don't need to hear from me again, do 
everything that you can do, active tense. Because we asked him a 
half dozen times, was there any ambiguity? Did you need to talk 
to anybody else? Did you need to talk to the President again? 

And he said no. 

So, you know, like taking the most extreme time period, 7 
o'clock, the President and Secretary of Defense have both weighed 
in on this. And then we come to the Deremy Bash email, which I 
want to make sure you have a copy of. You were copied on it, but 
I want to make sure you have a copy of it in front of you. What's 
that marked as, Mac? 

Mr. Tolar. No. 1. 

Mr. Gowdy. That would be exhibit 1 for Madam Court Reporter. 

Mr. Tolar. Please note for the record, Mrs. Brooks is now in 
attendance. 

[Winnefeld Exhibit No. 1 

Was marked for identification.] 

Admiral Winnefeld . Okay. 

Mr. Gowdy. You were copied on this email -- 

Mr. Tolar. Mr. Chair, I apologize. I'm also handing out 
exhibits 2 and 3. 

Mr. Gowdy. Okay. 

[Winnefeld Exhibits Nos. 2 and 3 
Was marked for identification.] 
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Mr. Gowdy. I need to give the admiral a chance to read -- 

Admiral Winnefeld . Could you tell me the time. 

Unfortunately, the "not for public release" covers up the time. 

Mr. Tolar. It appears to be -- 

Mr. Gowdy. Well, here, I have a copy that is not encumbered 
by that stamp, which I'm happy -- 

Admiral Winnefeld . It says Tuesday, September 11th, at what 

time? 

Mr. Gowdy. 7:19. 

Admiral Winnefeld . 7:19. It's covered up by the R on my -- 

Mr. Gowdy. All right. This is from leremy Bash, who was, in 
our vernacular, chief of staff to Secretary Panetta. 

Admiral Winnefeld . Right. 

Mr. Gowdy. You are copied on it, and there are others, 
including State Department officials, and it is titled "State 
Colleagues: I just tried you on the phone but you were all in 
with S. After consulting with General Dempsey, General Ham, and 
the loint Staff, we have identified the forces that could move to 
Benghazi. They are spinning up as we speak." 

What is your understanding of the phrase "spinning up"? 

Admiral Winnefeld . It's a colloquial term that would mean 
we've told them get moving, and they are generating -- they are 
doing what they need to do to get aircrews woken up or whatever. 

I would say there's -- it's not an instantaneous event from 
leaving the Secretary's lips to somebody shaking somebody awake in 
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the middle of the night saying: Get your airplane. There is a 
process it goes through before that happens. But spinning up 
means: Hey^ we've got these guys starting to move. The orders 
are going out. You know, the system is doing its thing to get the 
forces going. 

Mr. Gowdy . And I know that you went over this with Sheria, I 
just think it's important enough to go over it again. In terms of 
both your prior testimony and the Bash email, "We have identified 
the forces that could move to Benghazi," who would have been part 
of identifying those forces? The full panoply of options, who 
would have been part of the process? 

Admiral Winnefeld . That would have been a lot of intense 
phone activity between, probably, the director of operations on 
the loint Staff and the director of operations at AFRICOM, both 
talking to each other and talking to their respective bosses and 
their bosses talking to each other, informing the conversation 
between General Dempsey, General Ham, and the Secretary. And also 
sort of brainstorming among themselves: Hey, what's out there? 
What do you have? What can we do? And coming up with courses of 
action and options that could be presented to the Secretary to 
make a decision. 

Mr. Gowdy. At some point, for want of a better analogy, 
would there have been a map laid out for the Secretary of Defense? 
This is the full universe of assets, potential, theoretical that 
you have at your disposal. 
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Admiral Winnefeld . That is not something that justj back 
thenj that you could push youn button -- push a button^ it spits 
out of a machine j and here's everything that's available. Today^ 
there is. In fact, I instituted that myself, in the wake of this. 
There is now a PowerPoint slide that's updated every day that 
shows everything, literally everything that's available to respond 
anywhere in the EUCOM, AFRICOM, or Central Command AORs, and the 
PACOM AORs, along with the timeline that it's on. Because those 
timelines constantly shift. 

So we are much better at that. That's a lesson. In terms of 
having visibility over what's available, we can do that much more 
quickly than we could back then. 

Mr. Gowdy . All right. 

Admiral Winnefeld . But there is still the knowledge 
of the -- for instance, AFRICOM and the European Command IBs, they 
have a pretty good feel for what's out there, what they have at 
their disposal. So that was a conversational thing, but it wasn't 
a slide you'd throw in front of the Secretary at a moment's notice 
back then. 

Mr. Gowdy. All right. And, again, I know we are replowing 
the same field, but it's important for me to at least have in my 
head. I want to say the 10th, I may be off a day, there was a 
notice or an advisory issued by the White House that special 
precautions had been taken on the anniversary of 9/11. Of all the 
things in the world that are eminently predictable, the calendar 
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would probably be number one. So everybody knew that the 
anniversary of 9/11 had come. 

Cairo happened at some point. Andj presumably^ the 
administration was aware of an anti-Muslim movie trailer before 
Benghazi . 

Admiral Winnefeld . Yeah. 

Mr. Gowdy. We heard a lot about it after Benghazi, but I'm 
presuming they knew about it beforehand, and how potentially 
incendiary it would be. 

So did any forces move towards the region in anticipation of 
that confluence of factors? 

Admiral Winnefeld . In terms of a strict answer to your 
question, forces moving towards the region, no, not that I'm aware 
of. Generally, every year there's been a 9/11 since 9/11. We 
have this discussion, because we're worried that somebody is going 
to use the anniversary as an excuse to do something -- and they 
never have, including, I think, the Benghazi thing was not 
necessarily coupled to 9/11. It was coupled to the movie trailer 
you were talking about. 

But we still take precautions. And those precautions tend to 
be enhanced base security overseas. And, you know, the State 
Department and these discussions we have, we'll say: Hey, we are 
enhancing our embassy security by whatever methods. Defense 
Department says: We're enhancing our own base security, 
protecting our own troopers. 
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But to my knowledge, we never actually specifically moved 
forces on a 9/11 anniversary from one place to another to increase 
security in an area of responsibility. 

Mr. Gowdy . All right. You connected -- perhaps I heard you 
wrong -- wittingly or unwittingly, the movie to Benghazi. I want 
to talk about that more late, I don't want to get into it right 
now. But the movie existed prior to Benghazi. 

Admiral Winnefeld . It did. 

Mr. Gowdy. And the movie existed prior to Cairo, and there 
may be a link between the trailer and Cairo. But yet it wasn't 
sufficient alarm that anything different was done from a military 
standpoint, from a preparedness positioned standpoint? Is that 
fair? 

Admiral Winnefeld . That's a good question. I don't recall 
whether there were any specific actions we took as a military 
because of the trailer. Sometimes when something like this will 
happen, for instance, the preacher down in Florida who likes to 
burn Korans, we will definitely take precautions in places like 
Afghanistan and so on, because that really does put our troopers 
at risk. It's insane. And that would trigger -- that specific 
kind of event tipper, you know, that's enough for us to go: Okay, 
we need to enhance our force protection on our bases. 

I don't know, I don't recall whether the trailer itself 
triggered us to do that or not. 

Mr. Gowdy. The next paragraph: They include an SOF element 
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that was in Croatia, parenthetically, (which can fly to Souda Bay, 
Crete), and a Marine FAST team of Rota, Spain. 

Next paragraph: Assuming Principals, capitalized, agree to 
deploy these elements. 

What principals need to agree to deploy elements? 

Admiral Winnefeld . I think I know what you're talking about, 
but I don't see it on the email. 

Mr. Hudson . I think it's redacted. 

Mr. Gowdy. You want my copy? 

Admiral Winnefeld . I think I know what you're saying. The 
principals agree. Here's the way that will work. The Secretary 
and his team will be putting together options, and they will even, 
potentially, be putting together options in motion, because it 
takes them time for them to actually do this. 

It's not a serial process; it's a parallel process. And, 
generally, when you want to deploy a military force into another 
nation, you want to coordinate with the State Department. And 
that's both administrations I've served with, the Bush 
administration and the Obama administration, that's just standard. 
You make sure the Ambassador, who is the President's 
representative in the country, knows that you are going to do 
that. And, generally, the State Department would have a view. It 
would be very unusual in a situation like this for the State 
Department to object, and, in fact, they didn't object. 

If, for some reason, there were a dispute -- because the 
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Secretary could just do it if he needed to -- but if there were a 
dispute^ there's time in this case for that dispute resolution 
mechanism, call the national security adviser, say: Hey, we've 
got a problem here; we want to send forces in and State doesn't, 
who wins. 

That would be resolved in parallel. It wouldn't slow us 
down. But in this case, it wasn't a factor. 

So there was no -- I wouldn't call it a veto, but if you get 
a serious objection from State, a fundamentally sound reason why 
it's not wise to deploy military force at this time in this 
country, then you ought to have that discussion. And the 
Secretary, though, can still act if he feels he needs to act. He 
can always call the President, say: I really have to do this. 

Mr. Gowdy. Which leads me to approval from the host nation, 
the host nation being Libya. 

Admiral Winnefeld . Right. 

Mr. Gowdy. Are you confident that that's what Mr. Bash meant 
by host nation? 

Admiral Winnefeld . Yes. 

Mr. Gowdy. Not any of the other countries referenced? 

Admiral Winnefeld . Yeah. This is about putting forces in. 

I believe we -- I don't know whether we needed to or got -- I 
think we did -- approval from Spain to transit through there. 
Generally, if you deploy a force from somebody's country that 
could potentially go into hostile action, you would inform the 
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country you are doing that from. You don't have tOj but it would 
be wise to do that. And what I'm reading in here is that most 
likely he's talking about Libya. 

And at this time, we were trying to build as strong a 
relationship as we could with this nascent, unstable Libyan 
Government and trying to be as transparent with them as we 
possibly could be in any movements in and out of the country. And 
I think that the deputy chief of mission, who ultimately was the 
charge after we learned that Ambassador Stevens died, probably 
wanted to keep that intact and give a courtesy call to the Libyan 
Government saying: Hey, we need to do this. And I believe he 
did, and I think we got a pretty quick answer back. 

Mr. Gowdy . So despite the use of the word "approval," you 
really weren't seeking the permission. You had a missing 
Ambassador and you had Americans that were under assault. Had 
Libya said, "No, we don't think it's a good idea," would that have 
prevented you from doing it? 

Admiral Winnefeld . I don't believe so. 

Mr. Gowdy. So you weren't seeking approval from the host 
nation, you just needed to notify them? 

Admiral Winnefeld . I think what we would -- the way we would 
couch that to the Libyans is, first, approval, and if they had 
shown any reluctance, then we would have said: Well, I'm sorry, 
we're going to do it anyway. Now, we're notifying you. 

But if you expect them to approve, and it's much better for 
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them to perceive it as you asking for their approvalj if you're 
trying to build this relationship from scratch with them. But if 
they're going to say nOj and we need to go in and rescue somebody^ 
I'm sorry, we're going to go do it. There's no doubt in my mind 
that that's what we would have done. 

Mr. Gowdy. Are there exceptions you can think of where the 
United States has neither notified nor sought approval, in quotes, 
from a host nation before conducting a military exercise? 

Admiral Winnefeld . Sure, Yemen. We've done hostage rescue 
attempts in Yemen. 

Mr. Gowdy. Pakistan? 

Admiral Winnefeld . Absolutely. 

So I don't think we have a reluctance to act under duress, 
but we will usually try -- either we will -- if we don't ask, it's 
because we don't have a relationship with that government. So in 
Syria, when we went in and we tried to rescue somebody in Syria, 
we didn't ask Bashar Assad for permission to go do that. 

But, generally, if it's a friendly nation or a nation 
particularly we're trying to build a relationship with, we'll give 
them a courtesy call. And the risk you take there, of course, is 
that there's going to be a leak from that government. But we've 
found, even with Libya, that the leaders you consult with are 
usually, like, the really top, like the prime minister level, they 
get it, and they will approve it, and they won't leak it. 

Mr. Gowdy. Well, let me play devil's advocate for a moment. 
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If you have a functioning government and a country that you are 
seeking to bolster your relationship withj why would the 
government not beat you to the facility to provide support for 
your folks like they did in Egypt? 

Admiral Winnefeld . Because the Libyan Government was utterly 
incapable of doing that, particularly in Benghazi. They didn't 
have much control in Benghazi. 

Mr. Gowdy. You see where the conundrum comes in, that we're 
calling a country that's utterly incapable of defending our folks 
to ask permission: Can we come in and defend our folks? 

Admiral Winnefeld . Right. Again, this is a political level 
thing where you're trying to maintain -- you're trying to show 
them how nations behave, and we want to bring an armed forces into 
your sovereign territory to rescue potentially our guy. We're 
asking for your approval. And if they say no, we would probably 
tell them we're going to do this anyway. But, you know, we 
expected them to approve this. 

So this preserves our political relationship with them. 
There's nothing that central Libyan government could have done to 
help that night in Benghazi, really, in terms of actions on the 
ground . 

So I think we handled that fairly well, with the 
understanding that if they had said no, we were going to probably 
go do this anyway if that's what it came down to needing to do. I 
don't think hat anybody was reluctant to press onward if the 
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Libyans had said: We don't want you to do this. That 
relationship with that government wasn't important enough for us 
to sacrifice one of our people. 

Mr. Gowdy . Let me check the clock before I go into the next 
one. Are we out? We're out of time. 

Admiral Winnefeld . When you come back. 

Mr. Gowdy. So we'll come back after the minority goes. 

Admiral Winnefeld . Okay. 

Mr. Gowdy. Thank you. 

Mr. Tolar. Off the record. 

[Recess . ] 
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[12:27 p.m.] 

Ms. Rauch . The time is about 11:27. 

Admiral Winnefeld . 12:27? 

Ms. Rauch . I'm sorry. 12:27. 

Admiral Winnefeld . I'm watching that clock. 

Ms. Rauch . Well done. 

EXAMINATION 

BY MS. RAUCH: 

Q Again, we appreciate you being with us here today. My 
name is Laura Rauch with the minority staff of the Select 
Committee. I'm joined by my colleagues Peter Kenny, Shannon 
Green, and our staff director, Susan Sachsman Grooms. 

On behalf of the ranking member, Elijah Cummings, and the 
other Democratic Members of Congress who serve on this committee, 
thank you for being here today and agreeing to answer our 
questions . 

A Okay. 

Q So I'd like to just start with some pre-attack concerns 
and your awareness before the attack in Benghazi. 

In the days before the attack, were you aware of any specific 
intelligence or warning that there would be an attack in Benghazi 
on or around the night of the 9/11 anniversary? 

A No. We weren't aware of any intelligence about attacks 
related to -- in Benghazi at all. 

Q And when did you first learn about the incendiary film 
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titled "The Innocence of Muslims"? You may know it as the YouTube 
video? 

A I don't know the exact time^ but when it came outj we 
were all pnetty well awane that it was out, and I don't know if 
that was a couple weeks prion. I just don't recall. 

Q And was there any preparation, was there concern, or 
how was it affecting operations? 

A We were concerned. You know, here we go again on 
inflaming Muslim tensions around the world. I simply don't 
recall, as I had mentioned in the previous testimony, whether 
we -- that was enough to trigger us to increase our force 
protection posture at bases, that sort of thing. We may have; we 
may have not. I'm not sure, but we were very concerned by it. 

Q Were you and other national security officials 
concerned that potential protests against the video could turn 
violent against American interests? 

A Generally, whenever anything like that happens, again, 
a preacher burning a Koran, a Muslim cartoon, or anything like 
that, yes, we get concerned that there would be a negative 
reaction from Muslim populations, but we just don't know where. 

Q And can you recall -- now I'd like to shift to the day 
and night of the attacks on September 11, 2012. Do you recall 
when you first learned about the protesters in Cairo that day? 

A I don't recall the exact time, but as the protest 
approached the Embassy, I guess, whenever we were getting reports 
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on that. 

Q But you don't nememben exactly -- 

A I don't nememben a time. 

Q Did you undenstand this was connected to the video at 

the time? 

A I think oun assumption was it was connected to the 
video. I don't know whethen we had a definitive linkj 
because -- I mean^ we wene talking to the pnotestens, but I think 
oun assessment was that it was associated with the video. 

Q And considening Caino's close pnoximity to Benghazi j 
wene you concenned that the violent pnotests in Egypt would spill 
oven penhaps to Libya and potentially Benghazi? 

A We wenen't thinking of Benghazi. We wene thinking mone 
in tenms of Tunis and Tnipoli and, I believe, maybe Khantoum. I 
don't necall Benghazi coming up. You know, thene ane a lot of 
cities in Nonth Afnica; Benghazi's one of them. And I think, if I 
necall, Canten was mone wonnied about a diffenent city in 
nontheastenn Libya. I can't necall the name. It stants with a D. 
He was mone wonnied about that city than he was about Benghazi, if 
I nememben connectly. 

Q And when you say "Canten," you'ne nefenning to Canten 

Ham? 

A Genenal Ham. Sonny. 

Q Okay. Who was at the time the Commanden of AFRICOM? 

A Right. 
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Ms. Rauch . So I'd like to enter into the record exhibit 4. 
[Winnefeld Exhibit No. 4 
Was marked for identification.] 

Admiral Winnefeld . Do I have that? 

Mr. Richards . No. 

Ms. Rauch . I'm going to -- 
BY MS. RAUCH: 

Q This is -- you'll be receiving it. It's an 
unclassified DOD timeline of the night of the attacks and then the 
following day. I'll just give you a moment to look through that. 
Have you seen this document before? 

A I have. Yep. 

Q And sOj according to this timelinOj the attack started 
in Benghazi around 9:42 p.m. Eastern European time, which was 
about 3:42 p.m. eastern daylight time, a 6-hour time difference. 

Do you -- I think you touched on it briefly, but you said your DDO 
informed you of the attacks. Is that correct? 

A I was at a meeting at the time in the bowels of the 
Pentagon, and when I came out of that meeting and went up to my 
office, my staff, I think, told me: Hey, there's been an attack; 
DDO wants to talk to you. 

And then my discussion was with the DDO, as I recall. And 
that was probably, you know, 4:30, 5, something like that. I 
don't have an exact time. 

Q Okay. And I want to note, on this timeline, referring 
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back to it, that it shows that by 5:30 p.m. Eastern Daylight Time, 
or 11:30 p.m. Eastern European Time, all surviving American 
personnel had departed the State Department facility. Do you see 
that? 

A Yep. Uh-huh. 

Q Do you recall hearing that everyone had departed, 
learning that everyone had departed the State Department facility? 

A Yeah. The strongest recollection I have of the report, 
actually, so maybe my report was later, was that there's been an 
attack. We've lost --we think we've lost somebody. The 
Ambassador's missing, but everybody's been moved to a separate 
facility. And the attack's over. There are fires on the 
compound. And that's my strongest recollection of the report. 

Q And you don't remember when you heard this exactly? 

A I don't remember when it was. 

Q Okay. Okay. So, during his appearance before the 
Senate Armed Services Committee on February 7th, 2013, General 
Dempsey, your former boss, testified about the forces Secretary 
Panetta ordered to move on the night of the attacks. He said, 
quote: I want to make just one comment related to your 
chronology, because I think it's important. Once we started 
moving forces, nothing stopped us; nothing slowed us. The only 
adaption -- I'm sorry -- adaptation we thought about making was 
for a period of time we thought we were going to be entering a 
hostage rescue, because we didn't know where the Ambassador was. 
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but once we started forces moving j they didn't slow; they didn't 
stop. 

Do you agree with General Dempsey's statement that once 
forces were movingj they never slowed or stopped? 

A There was certainly nothing decisionwise or 
interventionwise, you knowj that prevented us from moving 
anything. There -- all the natural things that happened in 
between thatj you knowj slow forces down from moving whatever, but 
there was no cessation-of -movement order or anything like that. 
Once they were told to move, they carried out their movement. 

It's never as fast as you want it to be, but they carried out 
their movement. 

Q And you just noted that there were things that 
naturally -- there was natural movement to things; there's an ebb 
and flow to moving these forces. Can you elaborate on 
specifically what you mean, what they might have been dealing with 
on the night of the attacks to deal with? And you talked about it 
a little bit in the last hour, but if you could -- 

A Sure. 

Q -- drill down on that just slightly more. 

A So USAFE was starting from a standing start. They did 

not have any forces on alert, so they had to wake up air crews, 
wake up maintenance personnel, wake up ordnance personnel to go 
get countermeasures pods to put on the C130s they were going to 
launch. They had to do C130s, not just one, which doubles the 
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complexity and doubles the challenges associated with that. 

They probably -- I'm guessing they probably had to offload one or 
both of those C130s with cargo that was already prepositioned on 
them. 

Q And this is the C130s that were going to the FAST team? 

A Right. Exactly. 

And then you just -- there are things that always happen, 
whether it's getting a clearance from the German airspace 
authorities or whether a fuel truck doesn't show up in Rota. I 
don't know if any of those things happened, but there is always 
this entropy, you know, the sand that gets in the machinery that 
makes it go slower than you want it to go, but, you know, we got 
good people on the ground. They're pushing as hard as they can, 
and they always work through those problems. But there's a 
process you have to go through in order to get an airplane ready 
and launch it and get it downrange. So they were just working 
their way through all those things. I give USAFE a lot of credit 
for -- I think they did some good work that night based on the 
challenge they were handed. 

Q Thank you. And we understand from Secretary Panetta's 
Senate testimony, as well as the DOD's timeline, that upon 
returning from the White House, Secretary Panetta conferred with 
senior staff, including General Dempsey and General Ham, to 
discuss response options for Benghazi and the potential for 
further violence throughout the region. You mentioned some of 
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them: TuniSj Tnipolij CairOj Sana'a^ other places. 

Secretary Panetta testified that he was told by the President 
to do everything he could to save American lives. Was that your 
sense as well? 

A My understanding was there was no impediments 

whatsoever to the authorities that we had to act to save liveSj to 

better posture ourselves in the region for potential follow-on 
incidents, and, if necessary, to do a hostage rescue. 

Q And so I just want to -- because there's been a lot of 

discussion about this, about who had authority and so forth, I 
just would like to read you -- Secretary Panetta appeared before 
this committee in this very room where you're sitting on 
January 28th, 2016, so just a couple months ago. And he told us, 
quote: I had the authority to deploy those forces, and I ordered 
those forces to be deployed, and I didn't have to ask anybody's 
permission to get those forces in place. 

And because it's pertinent, I'd like to read you just the 
full transcript. The question was: And then the email 
continues -- and this is referring to the email which you've been 
presented with today, the Jeremy Bash email -- 

A Sure. 

Q -- which you're on that email with the chain. 

And -- quote: And then the email continues with the following 
sentence, assuming principals agree to deploy these elements. 

Question: Who are the principals that would have had to 
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agree to deploy the elements that you had identified? 

Answer: No one. I had the authority to deploy those forces^ 
and I ordered those forces to be deployed, and I didn't have to 
ask anybody's permission to get those forces in place. 

Question: Sir, that is my understanding as well, that the 
National Command Authority consists of two people, the President 
and the Secretary of Defense. 

Answer: That's right. 

Question: And if you, as the Secretary of Defense, ordered 
the deployment of military assets, that's all it takes? 

Answer: That's correct. 

Ms. Green . Is that your understanding as well? 

Admiral Winnefeld . Yeah, it's my understanding. And as I 
mentioned in previous testimony, that in train and parallel with 
that, a prudent Secretary of Defense is going to talk to a 
Secretary of State and National Security Advisor and the like and 
say: Hey, this is what we're going -- we need to do. It's sort 
of, are there any objections to this? You know, what do you all 
think? And he needs to do that because of the need, you know, to 
get dip clearances, to get, you know, host-nation permission, as 
we discussed earlier, so it's prudent for him to be collegial 
about this. In both administrations I've worked in, that's the 
way it happens. 

But the Secretary is correct: At the end of the day, he and 
the President are the National Command Authority, and if it comes 
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time to deploy somethingj he can make that call himself^ but a 
smart Secretary does it in a collegial way. 

BY MS. RAUCH: 

Q And sOj according to the DOD timeline, which you have 
before you. Secretary Panetta directed three specific actions in 
these meetings, and we've discussed them -- 

A Yeah. 

Q --a little bit today already. He directed a FAST 
platoon, which was stationed in Rota, to prepare to deploy to 
Benghazi; a second FAST platoon, also stationed in Rota, to 
prepare to deploy to the U.S. Embassy in Tripoli; he directed the 
EUCOM CIF to deploy to an intermediate staging base in southern 
Europe; and then he directed a Special Operations Force based in 
the United States to prepare to deploy to an intermediate station 
base in southern Europe. And at the time, you were tracking all 
of this information, and you were aware of these? 

A I was aware of the deployments that had been ready 
ordered, yes. 

Q Okay. 

A And just for timeline purposes, you know, the email we 
talked about earlier came out at 7-something. That was in the 
middle of my dinner at that point. When the dinner was over is 
when I, you know, read retroactively a couple of hours earlier all 
of that and got caught up on what the deployments were that had 
been ordered, and I was tracking those. 
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Q And so do you have the sense that when these orders 
were being carried outj do you know if there was any limitation on 
any of the assets^ was there -- that you were aware of that night? 

A A policy limitation, you mean, or a decision 
limitation? 

Q Essentially any limitation that you saw. 

A Yeah. The only limitations were physical limitations 
really, just the ability to get them moving. There was 
no impediments, no wickets that had to be jumped through 
decisionwise . So, once the Secretary said, "move them," 
there -- you know, it's time to go, and now it's a matter of 
transmitting the orders and physically moving the stuff. And 
there -- I think there were some obstacles in there. We can 
always do things better and faster. There are probably little 
things we could have done that night. I don't have an itemized 
list for you, but that most -- that train was moving at that 
point . 

Q Okay. And in your role as the Vice Chairman of the 
loint Chiefs of Staff, essentially the second in command of the 
Department of Defense, did you consider these three chosen assets 
the appropriate response? 

A Absolutely. Yeah. 

Q And can you explain why? 

A Well, first of all, because we had so many assets 

focused in the Middle East, we didn't have an awful lot in Europe, 
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so that was pnetty much the -- that's what we had available was 
the in-extnemis force, the FAST platoons, (REDACTED) There's not 
a lot of other force on any kind of an alert that you could 
energize quickly to move into a situation like that. There 
is -- there was -- the Army has a brigade in Italy, that sort of 
thing. If things got really bad, you could energize them, but 
they're not on any kind of a rapid deployment posture. 

So I think those were the right forces to move. And 
everybody had a clear understanding -- for example, the FAST, the 
FAST teams are not a maneuver force. They don't get on the ground 
ready to go, take an objective, that sort of thing. They really 
are a reinforcement force. That is a force that's specifically 
designed to go into an embassy, a compound, and reinforce it. 
They're not designed to get on the ground, move to an objective, 
take the objective, and secure it, but it's all we had. And so we 
did the best with what we had and decided to move the FAST platoon 
certainly to reinforce Tripoli. So it was doing its normal job to 
go reenforce Tripoli. 

The notion of sending it to Benghazi was a real long shot, 
because it would have to get onto the ground at the airport; it 
would have to somehow move to wherever it needed to go; and 
then do actions on an objective, which is not what a FAST platoon 
normally does. Now, they're steely eyed marines; they could 
probably do a pretty good job, but there are some physical 
limitations associated with a FAST platoon that would have made 
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that a very difficult mission for them. 

Q And can -- but the CIFj however, is a fully capable 
force that can do a hostage rescue and so forth? 

A Yeah. Well, they can do limited hostage rescue. 
(REDACTED) 

Q Which was indeed spun up? 

A Right. 

Q Or, sorry, put into motion that night? 

A Yeah. They actually -- 

Q It was deployed that night? 

A -- deployed, yeah. 

Q Okay. And then was it your sense that your staff, 
everyone that was in your -- which is pretty much everybody at the 
Department of Defense -- was doing everything in their power to 
respond to the situation in Libya? 

A I'd -- I detected no lack of urgency; I can tell you 
that. Kurt Tidd, the 33, had his folks energized, you know, 
working very hard to try to do whatever we could from the D.C. 
arena to get things moving. You know, that -- I didn't sense any 
reluctance there. People were definitely energized. 

Q And was it your sense that personnel from across the 
interagency that -- you were on a lot of emails that night, and 
we'll present some of them later -- that you were in touch with a 
lot of the interagency that night. Was it your sense that they 
were doing everything they could to assist in the crisis? 
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A As fan as I could tellj the key players, obviously, 
were State, DOD, and the National Security Council staff, and 
everybody was focused on the problem. 

Q Did the Secretary of State ever tell you or anyone at 
DOD to stand down or slow down the DOD's response? 

A I had no communications with the Secretary of State and 
never anybody else from State, for that matter, asking us to slow 
down . 

Q And so did the President ever tell you or anyone at DOD 
to stand down or slow your response? 

A No. 

Ms. Green . Admiral, sir, during this time that the Secretary 
had ordered deployment of these assets, at some point in the 
night, did you become aware of the(REDACTED)team from Tripoli that 
had deployed to Benghazi to assist in the crisis? 

Admiral Winnefeld . I was not -- I don't know that we were 
getting very good information on that throughout the night. So I 
don't know that at -- you know, in the middle of the night, I 
could have given you a definitive, you know, two stayed or two 
went to Benghazi and four stayed in Tripoli and the whole dynamic 
of why the -- I think, later in the morning, maybe 6, 7 in the 
morning, whatever, I was getting more situational awareness on 
what had happened there, that they had asked the team to stay in 
Tripoli to help protect the Embassy, because there's no security, 
and to receive the passengers coming back from Benghazi. I think 
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I was aware of that later in the morning j but I wasn't tracking 
that -- those details throughout the night. 

BY MS. RAUCH: 

Q So just to continue along our line of questioning with 
the military assets that were selected to respond on the night of 
the attacks or that were available to serve on the night of the 
attackSj you described the FAST and some -- the CIF to some 
degree. (REDACTED) 

A (REDACTED) 

Q And so you believe this was an appropriate response^ 
and this was a -- 

A Absolutely. We didn't know where Ambassador Stevens 

waSj and we also weren't sure if there were any copycat attacks 
that were going to happen^ whether there would be hostages taken, 
so this was a prudent move to establish them in theater, both for 
the eventuality that Ambassador Stevens might still be alive and 
be a hostage and that there could be some follow-on event in the 
next few days that would require us using them; better to have 
them there. With no competing incidents occurring anywhere else 
in the globe, you know, it was a good investment to throw them in 
there for (REDACTED) 

Q Okay. 

Mr. Kenny. And when you say "in the region," that would 
include copycats within Libya as well. Is that correct? 

Admiral Winnefeld . Yeah. Within Libya, Tunisia, you name 
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it. We were worried at that point that: Hey^ we've had 

one follow-on event here; what's coming next? We didn't know, and 

we wanted to be prepared for that? 

Ms. Rauch . And since it's a -- 
BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I'm sorry. You said one follow-on 
event? 

Admiral Winnefeld . Well, we had Cairo, and then Benghazi 
was --we viewed as the follow-on event. We didn't know if there 
was linkage. We weren't obsessed by that; we were just worried 
that, you know, things feel like they're getting out of control 
here, we want to get some forces in theater that could rescue a 
hostage. 

BY MS. RAUCH: 

Q (REDACTED) 

A (REDACTED) 

Q Continuing with the military assets, we've heard some 
criticism about the United States military failing to deploy 
close-air support to Benghazi on the night of the attacks. You 
discussed this in the last hour. You clearly have a lot of 
experience as a former naval aviator. 

A Right. 

Q Secretary Panetta responded to this criticism in his 
testimony before SASC on February 7th, 2013. He said, quote: 

Some have asked why other types of armed aircraft were not 
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dispatched to Benghazi. The reason simply is because armed UAVSj 
AC-130 gunships, or fixed-wing fighters with the associated 
tankingj you've got to provide air-refueling abilitieSj armaments. 
You've got to arm all the weapons before you put them on the 
planes. Targeting and support facilities were not in the vicinity 
of Libya, and because of the distance, it would have taken at 
least 9 to 12 hours, if not more, to deploy these forces to 
Benghazi. This was, pure and simple, in the absence, as I said, 
of any kind of advanced warning, a problem of distance and time, 
end quote. 

Quote, he continues: Frankly, even if we were able to get 
F-16S or the AC-130S over the target in time, the mission still 
depends on accurate information about what targets they're 
supposed to hit, and we had no forward air controllers there. We 
had no communications with U.S. officials on the ground, and as a 
matter of fact, we had no idea where the Ambassador was at that 
point to be able to kind of conduct any kind of attack on the 
ground, end quote. 

Again, you discussed the important role of a 3TAC or a 
forward air controller on the ground, and you did so, I think, in 
a very thorough way. 

But continuing on some of the things that Secretary Panetta 
spoke about, how would you say that what's been termed as the 
tyranny of distance impact the ability of the U.S. military to 
respond in a crisis, and going back nearly 4 years, because things 
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have changed a bit? As you've saidj you've had lessons learned, 
and you've changed posturing because of it, but going back to that 
frame . 

A Yeah. The tyranny of distance, in particularly North 
Africa, as I'm sure you've probably seen a picture of the U.S. 
imposed upon -- you know, the entire continental U.S. fits neatly 
into North Africa. It's a big place. We've constantly reminded 
State while I was the Vice Chairman and also, you know. National 
Security Council staff, gently, politely, that if you're counting 
on reactive forces from DOD to pull your fat out of the fire, 
basically, when there's an event going on, you're kidding 
yourselves. It's just too hard to get there. Usually, an event 
is over fairly quickly, and even in the best alert posture we can 
be in, it's going to be a couple of hours, 2 or 3 hours, before we 
can be someplace. 

So what you should really be counting on is using these 
forces to either preemptively reinforce an area, like an embassy, 
or preemptively evacuate an area, like an embassy. Don't count on 
us to drop in in the middle of the night and stop a situation 
that's going on. 

Now, that won't prevent us from trying, certainly. If 
there's an event in a place that -- you know, like a Benghazi and 
if we're postured in order to get there, we'll certainly try, 
we'll always try, but I've made it very clear to them -- and they 
understand this -- that they need to be very careful in their risk 


UNCLASSIFIED 



699 


assessments. And it's a lot easier to reinforce and get out early 

than it is to save something that's under fire. And that has a 

lot to do not only with the tyranny of distance and how long it 
takes to get there j butj you know, it's not easy to take a force 
and just drop it into the middle of an unknown area at night, and 
it's even harder when you're under fire. You know, V-22s don't 
like to fly when they're under fire, that sort of thing. So we've 
tried to make it very, very clear to them, try, please, please, to 
do good risk assessment and evacuate or reinforce so that we don't 
have to rescue you in the middle of a firefight. 

Q And the proliferation of MANPADS in Libya was well 

known by the U.S. military -- 

A Yeah. 

Q -- around this time? The State Department was leading 
a rather extensive operation to locate and destroy -- 

A Uh-huh. 

Q -- shoulder-fired missiles after the fall of Qadhafi? 

A Uh-huh. 

Q Were you concerned or you or anyone on your team 
concerned about the MANPADS threat on the night of the attacks? 

A I would -- only as a pilot, and this is my own personal 
opinion, I would only take a MANPADS threat in Libya seriously in 
daylight hours. They can't hit you at night. They'd have to be 
really, really good to do that. And so if it were necessary to 
fly around at night, candidly, I wouldn't worry too much about the 
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MANPADSj but as soon as the sun comes up^ you got to be very 
careful with that. 

Mr. Kenny. Sir, at the end of the last hour, a document was 
introduced, exhibit 1, which was an email -- 

Admiral Winnefeld . I've got it. 

Mr. Kenny. -- from leremy Bash to lacob Sullivan. Do you 
see that there, sir. 

Admiral Winnefeld . Yep. 

Mr. Kenny. There's a redaction that appears in this email, 
so what I'd like to do at this point is go ahead and introduce an 
exhibit. This is going to be exhibit No. 5. 

[Winnefeld Exhibit No. 5 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q And we introduce this exhibit, sir, just for the sake 
of the completeness of the record to include the portion that was 
redacted in exhibit 1. And I'll give you a moment to review it. 
I'm just going to identify the document for the record. This is 
exhibit 5. It's an email from lacob Sullivan to leremy Bash and 
others, dated September 11th, 2012. The timestamp is 7:21 p.m. 

A Okay. Are you looking at what was redacted out of 
leremy Bash's email or -- 

Q So the portion that I'm referring to, sir, is, if 
you're on exhibit 1, the middle of the page, there's an email from 
lacob Sullivan. The time stamp is 7:21 p.m. 
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A Yeah. Okay. 

Q And then if you look at exhibit 5 , that appears to be 

the same email, same timestamp. Do you see that, sin? 

A Yeah. 

Q And those appear to you to be the same email? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And, again, exhibit 5, we introduced because in 
exhibit 1, there is a sentence there that's redacted. 

A Yeah. Okay. I see it. 

Q So I'll go ahead -- and have you had a chance to review 

the document, sir? 

A Okay. 

Q So I'll just go ahead and read into the record lacob 

Sullivan's response to leremy Bash's email. You were asked some 

questions about that in the last hour. We're going to pick up 
where some of those questions left off. But here, Dacob Sullivan 
writes to leremy Bash and others, and I'll note for the record 
that you are on the cc line of this email, and lacob writes, 
quote: "Thanks, leremy. Plus Cheryl. We are joining a SVTC with 
NSS colleagues at 7:30 p.m. -- believe your team will be on as 
well. We should work through this issue in that venue," close 
quote . 

And I believe you'd clarified a little bit earlier. I'd just 
like to ask so the record is as clear as possible, but at the time 
this email chain was sent, to the best of your recollection, you 
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were attending a dinner. Is that correct? 

A Yeah. 

Q Okay. And I think you indicated that following the 
dinner^ you attempted to catch up and read your email traffic? Is 
that right? 

A Yep. Uh-huh. 

Q Okay. Do you recall this email thread? 

A It makes sense to me. I don't recall it specifically, 
but it certainly fits in with my pattern of understanding of what 
happened . 

Q Okay. And you see here, sir, there's a reference to a 
SVTC with NSS colleagues at 7:30 p.m.? 

A Uh-huh. 

Q You were asked in the last round whether you had an 
awareness or whether you participated in that SVTC. I believe 
you'd indicated the answer to that is no. Is that correct? 

A Right. 

Q Okay. Were you contemporaneously aware that a SVTC, a 
deputies committee meeting, was taking place at that time? 

A No. I was in my dinner -- if I was aware, I sent Kurt 
Tidd, who was the 33, who, otherwise, in my absence, he would just 
go. So -- 

Q I think that's helpful. Do you recall being briefed on 
the contents of that deputies committee meeting at a later point 
in time? 
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A I don't recall specifically chapter and verse being 

briefed on the output. I probably was. And my sense is, you 
know, the DOD-relevant topics in a SVTC like that are fairly 
narrow, so I probably would get, yes, everybody concurred with, 
you know, deploying forces. They're -- I'm just making this up. 
You know, can you hasten the timeline? We're seeking country 
clearance; you know, all the sort of routine things that have to 
be coordinated in order to make something like this work. 

Q Okay. 

A And so my sense is that the question that was posed in 
the first email as to, you know, assuming principals agree, that 
was -- I would believe was answered in that --in that SVTC. 

Q No. Thank you. That's helpful, because the way that I 
read Mr. Sullivan's response when he indicates we should work 
through this issue -- 

A Yeah. 

Q -- in that venue -- 

A Yeah. 

Q -- so your understanding is, then, that the venue he's 
referring to would have been that 7:30 p.m. deputies committee 
meeting? 


A Yeah. 

Q Okay. And the "this issue" here is the coordinating 
piece for DOD's response? 

A Yep. 
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Q Okay. And -- 

A And this is -- you knowj there's just -- whenever 
something like this happens, whether it's a hostage rescue or you 
name it, particularly an emergent event, there's always a SVTC 
like this, and there are a lot of really good points brought up by 
interagency partners about considerations and -- in stream. 

They're very useful events, and we can very quickly resolve 
questions, like, does anybody have any objection if we sent forces 
into Tripoli? My supposition here is that that was a very quickly 
resolved; nobody has objections. 

Q Okay. And when you say "supposition," that's -- 

A I don't recall precisely the content of that SVTC, you 
know, but it all makes sense that there were probably issues 
worked out fairly quickly in a collegial way among the various 
participants in this SVTC. 

Q And I believe you had also indicated in the last hour 
that this coordination process that you described was something 
that you had witnessed or experienced in multiple administrations? 
Is that correct? 

A Yeah. 

Q So is it your understanding of how that process 
unfolded on the night of the attacks -- I'm sorry. Was that a 
yes? 

A Yeah. It's not unusual. 

Q Okay. And is your understanding of how that process 
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unfolded on the night of the attacks a response to an in-extremis 
or crisis response type situationj is it consistent with your 
understanding of how that coordination process would play out at 
other times -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- in your experience? Okay. 

Mr. Kenny. And I know we've done a little bit of discussion 
of what may have been discussed during that SVTCj so what I'd like 
to do at this point is to put a document in front of you. This 
will be exhibit No. 6. 

[Winnefeld Exhibit No. 6 

Was marked for identification.] 

Admiral Winnefeld . Yes. This is at 8:53. Okay. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q And I'll give you the opportunity to review this 
document. For the purposes of my questioningj I'm going to 
primarily ask you about the second email down in the chain from 
Kurt Tidd, Vice Admiral Tiddj 8:53 p.m. 

A Okay. 

Q And for the purposes of the record j exhibit No. 6 is an 
email chain. The parent email is from a Kristie Canegallo to Ross 
Myers, dated September 11th, 2012, 9:35 p.m., the subject is: 
National Military Command Center Benghazi Update Conference Call. 
Secret, comma. Record. 

And I'd like to direct your attention to the second email 
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down in this chain, which is from Vice Admiral Tidd. And I'd 
first just like to ask you who Vice Admiral Tidd was, and what was 
his role at this time? 

A He was the Director of loint Operations on the Doint 
Staff. 

Q Okay. And you'd referred at various points in the day 
to a DDO, a deputy director for operations. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q Would that individual have worked for Vice Admiral 

Tidd? 


A Yes . 

Q Okay. And when you described earlier your role in 
terms of ensuring that the trains run on time. Admiral Tidd is the 
33, in the 3oint Staff. Would that have also been his role? 

Would he have on the night of the attack had an awareness of asset 
availability, what assets were, in fact, moving on the night of 
the attacks? 

A That's his primary job. 

Q Okay. 

A He's the operations officer of the world. 

Q Okay. And I'll just note here, sir, there -- in the cc 
line, I won't ask you to read through it, but I will note that 
your name does appear on the cc line -- 

A Right. 

Q -- as does leremy Bash's. 
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A Uh-huh. 

Q And if you'd like^ I can direct youn attention to thatj 
but there are many names there. 

A Yeah. I see the Chairman. Yeah. This is a 
standard -- he's plucking this off of other emails and pasting it 
in, in the interests of time, so he's not typing all these 
individual email addresses in -- 

Q Of course. Of course. 

A -- because there are, you know, any number of people on 
here who -- 

Q And we'll note here that the time stamp for this email 
is 8:53 p.m., which is nearly -- close to an hour and a half after 
the Deremy Bash email that was originally put in front of you in 
exhibit 1 and exhibit 5. And the body of this email begins, 
quote: Discussions at deputies and followed up between OSD and 
the Chairman, close quote. And then there's a list of -- a 
summary of the discussion that occurred at that -- 

A Yep. 

Q -- both at the deputies. Is your understanding when 

Admiral Tidd writes, "discussion at deputies and followed up," 
that this email encompasses the content of that 7:30 deputies 
committee meeting as well as followup discussions between the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense and the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs? 

A I would not want to -- well, it says "discussions of 
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deputies/' so my sense is that the deputies sort of coordinated on 
what DOD intended to do. So the Secretary had decided he wanted 
to deploy the CIF (REDACTED) FAST platoons. That was exposed to 
the deputies in the deputies SVTC, and they all concurred with 
that, is what this is telling me, and that then the 33, Kurt Tidd, 
put this out formally in an email. 

Q But when we see deputies here -- 
A Yeah. 

Q -- you had indicated earlier you tended to be a 
representative as a deputy at deputies committee meetings -- 
A Right. 

Q -- which we understand is a formal -- 

A Right. 

Q -- structure under the National Security -- 

A Right. But I can have a representative there. And, in 
fact, I'm at my dinner at this time, and Tidd is in the deputies 
committee meeting for me, and so he participated in that process. 

Q So this email here, at least to you sitting here today, 
does that appear to be a summary of some of the discussions that 
occurred at that deputies committee meeting? 

A I think what it does is it doesn't -- there is a lot 
more, based on my vast experience, frankly, with a lot of deputies 
SVTCs, there's a lot more that gets discussed in those SVTCs. All 
this is doing is reporting out what the Secretary has directed to 
do. And he would not put this out unless the deputies had 
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concunned with it. If the deputies had not concurred with the 
SecDef deciding to do these things^ that would have been a big 
issuej but it wasn't. The deputies obviously concurred, so Kurt 
put it out: Hey, this is now official; Secretary says do this. 

Q Okay. And just so I understand, and I apologize to 
belabor the point, but it appears that this is the Secretary of 
Defense's actions that were directed, orders that were directed 
following the deputies committee meeting or perhaps 
contemporaneous with that meeting? 

A Yeah. To put it precisely, the Secretary made a 
decision: This is what I want to do. I want to make sure the 
interagency is okay with it. 

It gets entered into the deputies SVTC process. And when 
it's the 13 's turn to speak, he says: Okay. Here is what the 
Secretary wants to do. He wants to deploy X, Y, and Z. 

And so the Deputy National Security Advisor probably says: 

Is everybody okay with that? 

And everybody says: Yeah, that's -- let's do it. 

And so Kurt says: You know, that concurrence has been 
achieved . 

And this email reflects, indirectly reflects that that SVTC 
essentially did not disagree with what the Secretary wanted to do. 

Q And when you say "concurrence," you made a reference 

earlier to the National Command Authority, and just so that we can 
better understand -- 
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A Yeah. 

Q -- the President had met earlier with the Secretary of 
Defense and had relayed his order to save American lives -- 

A Yeah. 

Q --to the Secretary of Defense. The Secretary of 

Defense then returned to the Pentagon. This is 
following -- appears to be following those discussions -- 

A Right. 

Q -- but then it sounds^ if I understand correctly^ that 
the Secretary of Defense's options or proposals for orders to 
deploy were then discussed at the deputies committee meeting. 

A Right. 

Q Is that correct? 

A Yeah. 

Q Is that part of that coordination process that you 
discussed -- 

A Right. 

Q -- earlier? Okay. And had there been a disagreement 

or dispute about the deployment of a particular assets I think you 
described that that would have been something that was unusual? 

A Yeah. It would have been unusual^ and the Secretary 
probably would have said: Look, get them moving anyway. 

And then he would be on the phone with the White House. 

Q Okay. And to the best of your understanding, did that 
occur at the that 7:30 deputies committee meeting? Did anyone 


UNCLASSIFIED 



711 


UNCLASSIFIED 


84 


object to the deployment? 

A No. I'm not awane of any objection. 

Q Okay. SOj subsequently^ you haven't learned that there 
was an objection to the deployment of any of the three forces that 
are discussed here? 

A Right. And it would have to be a very strong objection 
from a very senior person. If somebody^ let's say, from the FBI 
is there and says, "You know, I'm not so sure about this," they 
would have been overruled, basically, by the rest of the deputies. 
It's not a voting, you know, unanimous consent must be achieved, 
but if somebody raises a violent objection, like, "Hey, you know, 
this is a real problem here for this very good reason," we would 
have paid very close attention to that, because it may be 
something we hadn't thought of. We would have gone back to the 
Secretary and said: You know, somebody over at State raised this 
really good point in the VTC that indicates we shouldn't 
necessarily act so quickly. What do you think? 

But that did not happen here. Everybody wanted us to go. 

Q Okay. And had there been an objection, is that 
something that -- 

A It would have been resolved very quickly, I believe. 

Q Okay. And is it also something you would have been 

made aware of? 

A Eventually, yes. I was at my dinner at this time, but, 
yeah, I would have been quickly been made aware that there's 
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something contentious going on among the deputies regarding 
whether we're going to send these forces or not -- 

Q Okay. 

A -- but that didn't happen. 

Q And just to read the first two paragraphs on the top of 

the second page^ the first paragraph reads, quote," SecDef has 
directed deployment -- 

A Yep. 

Q --of the GIF to the ISB determined most suitable by 
AFRICOM, supported by EUCOM. 

Perhaps you can help me, sir, with the acronym here. 

A Okay. 

Q It says -- is that direct launch authority? 

A That -- direct liaison authority. 

Q Direct liaison authority. Thank you. Important 

distinction . 

A "INFO," obviously, is there, and "ALCON" is all 

concerned. All concerned. 

Q Okay. 

A So that's sort of a -- that's a lingo, "DIRLAUTH ALCON" 
means: Everybody, you're free to coordinate with each other in an 
unfettered way; make this happen. 

Q Okay. And this is the -- this is -- essentially when I 

read this, this -- and would this have been the understanding of 
everybody on this email chain, that this is the authority of the 
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Secnetany of Defense -- 

A Yes. Absolutely. No question. 

Q -- ordering the deployment of the CIF? 

A When the 13 on the loint Staff says, "SecDef has 
directed the deployment of," there's no question of what that 
means in anybody's mind. 

Q And did you see anywhere here, sir, that the SecDef 
held back this particular asset in any way, that he had placed 
some limitation or contingency on the deployment of this asset? 

A The only thing he was -- I noticed in here was: Hold 
departure until we're sure we have clearance to land in Tripoli. 
Now, sure -- 

Q We'll get to in a moment, sir. 

A All right. 

Q But, please. 

A Well, I was just going to say that that didn't hold 

anything up, because you still have to generate the airplanes. 

You still have to fly them from Ramstein to Rota. You still have 
to load them. And there's no doubt in our mind that you would get 
that -- that dip clearance in parallel. 

Q Sure. 

A So I'm not -- 

Q I'm trying to -- I'm -- just so that we can keep the 
record clean with respect to the three different response 
elements -- 
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A Right. Okay. 

Q -- so my question was directed at the top here -- 

A Oh. 

Q -- with specific respect to CIF -- 

A Ohj okay. 

Q Do you see here that there was a limitation -- 

A No limit -- 

Q -- placed in any way on the deployment of the CIF? 

A None whatsoever. 

Q Okay. No attempt by the Secretary of Defense to slow 
down or delay -- 

A No. 

Q -- the deployment? Okay. 

And then the next paragraph, again, SecDef has directed 
deployment. Here it's the U.S. Special Operations Force, to the 
same ISB as the CIF. And, again, here, do you see any limitation 
on the deployment of that particular response element? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Now, in the first and second paragraph, there is 
a reference to an ISB. We understand that to mean an intermediate 
staging base. 

A Correct. 

Q Can you just explain what the role of an ISB is? 

A It's where you take a force that normally lives at a 
home station and forward deploy it to essentially a staging base 
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that gets it closer to its objective but doesn't fully commit it 
into its objective. It just gets it at a higher state of 
readiness where it can respond more quickly with a shorter 
distance. The tyranny of distance has shrunk at an ISB. 

Q And can you explain to the best of your recollection 

why an ISB was determined to be the correct course of action on 
the night of the attacks rather than the direct insertion of these 
forces into Libya? 

A Because what they were thinking at the time was the 
regional piece. It was the sense that the Benghazi attack was 
overj which doesn't mean that they had lost sight of it; we still 
had chores to do down there: you know, get people out of there, 
potential hostage rescue, that sort of thing. 

But in terms of the GIF, you know, (REDACTED) what have you, 
but they had their eye on a broader regional perspective, and not 
knowing where the Ambassador was. 

Q So you described it as your sense that it was over, but 
attention hadn't necessarily shifted. And we've heard it 
described perhaps differently, that it was there was a lull in the 
activity or the attack had subsided in some way. Would those 
descriptions be inaccurate in any way to describe the sense of -- 

A I think, in 20/20 hindsight, there was a lull -- lull 
in the activity and another incident occurred. At that -- you 
know, if you really immerse yourself in that moment, it was: 
There's been an attack on the Embassy -- or the compound. That 
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attack is over. We're searching for the Ambassador. We've got 
one dead. It's our understanding that the rest of our people are 
in a safe location. Nowj open up the aperture. What's happening 
in the rest of the region? What if we have a hostage rescue we 
have to take care of here? How do we get our people back? There 
was -- so the sense was that there was an attack^ and the attack 
was over, but we've still got things that we need to do. 

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

Q Did the priority remain at that point, even with that 
sense, that DOD needed to. A, rescue hostage, if necessary, in 
Benghazi and, B, evacuate individuals from Benghazi? Was that 
still the priority? 

A The priority was all over the place. Everything was 
the first priority, right? (REDACTED) So that was that. The CIF 
could support that, or the CIF could be used for some 
other -- potentially a different hostage rescue operation or some 
other CIF-appropriate activity, and the FAST, of course, to 
reinforce. And all those were priorities at the time. And I 
don't know that I would raise one above the other. Everything was 
moving in the same direction. 

In terms of getting our people out of Benghazi, my 
recollection is that we were counting and we knew that there was 
going to be indigenous Libyan air moving them out of Benghazi, and 
we weren't necessarily going to have to send an airplane in there 
to get them, but the C-130S that were moving the CIF, that were 
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moving the FAST could potentially have done that if it became 
necessary. But, you know, the timeline was not very supportive of 
that, right? It turns out that the Libyan aircraft moved them 
before we could get there. 

Mr. Kenny. And on that point, sir, in the third paragraph 
here, as you perhaps moved a step ahead of me -- 

Admiral Winnefeld . Sorry about that. 

Mr. Kenny. -- but this is in direct reference to the FAST, 
but the last sentence here reads, quote: "Embassy making efforts 
to move all AMCITS from SAO Compound Benghazi to Tripoli, possibly 
using same Comm Air that 5-pax team arrived on," close quote. 

So, at least at this time, was there an understanding that 
there was some sort of retrograde plan for American citizens 
evacuating from the temporary mission facility in Benghazi from 
Tripoli -- from Benghazi to Tripoli? 

Admiral Winnefeld . It was our understanding, and this seems 
to reinforce that, that it was going to be Libyan air of some 
sort. The King Air or whatever, that was going to move our people 
from Benghazi back to Tripoli. 

Ms. Rauch . And just to clarify, "AMCITS" means American 
citizens . 

Admiral Winnefeld . Right. 

Ms. Rauch . Is that correct. 

Admiral Winnefeld . Right. 

BY MR. KENNY: 
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Q Okay. And so would that information have^ then^ been a 
factor --we take this information about where protectees may be 
locatedj the evacuees^ survivors of the attack^ along with N+ in 
talking about response time for certain elements. As you 
understandj the U.S. Special Operations Forces based in the 
U.S(REDACTED) The GIF was essentially in Europe at the time^ but 
it was on an exercisOj as you mentioned earlier. Was that 
something that then factored into the decision about how to use 
those particular assets and where they would be most effective? 

A Yeah. I meaOj if we felt that the American citizens in 
Benghazi were going to be moved to Tripoli, we were reinforcing 
Tripoli with the FAST platoon, and ultimately the C-17, I think, 
picked these guys up in Tripoli. And the GIF (REDAGTED) that was 
a regional piece. And, again, we didn't know at that time when 
the Secretary gave this order where the Ambassador was. We had 
every expectation that he could have been captured. We really 
thought that he was potentially captured at that point, and we 
really wanted to know where he was, and we were ready to go get 
him. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. And was your backstop --if the 
American citizens hadn't gotten evacuated from Benghazi as you 
were expecting them to do, was your backstop to that the sort of 
long shot FAST that you were -- that was being sent to essentially 
Benghazi at the time? You said you didn't think it was going to 
get there, but --in time, but that it was being sent. 
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Admiral Winnefeld . Wellj there's two possibilities there: 
onej if the American citizens can get to the airport in Benghazi 
safely; then it's a matter of who's providing the air lift -- 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Okay. 

Admiral Winnefeld . -- and if there's no Libyan air lift 

available, then we would have to send somebody in there to move 
them, but it was our understanding that that was not really an 
issue, as events showed. 

The other more difficult question is if the 17 February guys 
had not been supportive and now our folks are trapped in the CIA 
facility that we had no idea existed, then how do you get those 
guys out of there in a potentially contested environment? That 
would have been a much more difficult problem. But, as it turns 
out, we did have the support and it looked like there was -- you 
know, with some delays, right, that there was going to be 
relatively free movement from that compound back to the Benghazi 
airport. So neither of those turned into a problem. 

And I don't -- the FAST platoon would not have been the ideal 
force to put on the ground in Benghazi to go get those guys at 
their compound. The CIF would have been much better set up to do 
that -- 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q And the -- 

A -- in my opinion. 

Q The second contingency you just described where there's 
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a contested environment -- 

A Yeah. 

Q -- an inability to move Americans to the airfieldj was 
that something that the Department was planning for on the night 
of the attacks? Was that part of the decisionmaking? 

A I don't know that we had gotten that far. AFRICOM may 
have been looking ahead to thatj and the SOCAF folks may have been 
looking ahead to thatj but our understanding was that our guys 
were going to be able to move to the airport from where they were. 

Q And justj real briefly^ sir^ as I note we're running a 
little bit low on time, but in this paragraph, it discusses 
country clearance landing rights in Tripoli. The second sentence 
in that paragraph reads, quote: We'll work with State to nail 
that down, but intent is to get security force augmentation into 
Tripoli, Tripoli, not Benghazi, at least not initially, ASAP. 

A Yeah. 

Q And the second to last paragraph, again, talks about 

the point is to get -- the last sentence of the second to last 
paragraph, but the point is to get marines on the ground securing 
the Embassy in Tripoli as rapidly as we could move them. 

Was that your understanding as well that, at least at this 
particular point in time, the plan was to get Marines in Libya as 
soon as possible? 

A Into Tripoli. 

Q Into Tripoli, correct. 
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A To do thein traditional role of reinforcement looking 
forward to the possibility of a copycat attack in Tripoli. 

Q And was your sense^ thoughj that those forces were 
moving as quickly as they could? 

A They were moving as quickly as we could under the 
circumstances . 

Q Okay. 

A Obviously^ today, I think we would be able to move them 
more quickly than we did that night, but that night, we were 
moving them as quickly as we could. 

Q And if I can direct your attention to the third page. 
This is an 8:39 email from Captain Lindsey. 

A Yep. 

Q There is a reference here, provided SecDef's VOCO to 
PTDO 1 times FAST platoon from Rota, Spain, to Benghazi. 

A Yep. 

Q So, at least at this point in time, at 8:39 p.m., there 

had been at least an initial prepare-to-deploy order to deploy the 
FAST to Benghazi. And is that part of that discussion that you 
were referring to earlier when there was an initial discussion 
about sending the FAST to Benghazi of whether or not that would 
have been the right tool for that particular job? 

A Right. 

Q Okay. And then when we see on the following page where 

it refers to the Embassy efforts to move the American citizens 
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from the Benghazi Compound back to Tripoli j would that have 
obviated the need to have a FAST platoon in Benghazi? 

A Yeah. The only reason to have a FAST platoon in 
Benghazi would be to provide security at the airport. Possibly, 
if there were local transportation available for them, they could 
go reinforce a different facility there. But the whole intent was 
to move our people out of there, not to reinforce the CIA facility 
they were holing up in. 

Q And just to direct your attention, sir, to the last 
sentence of the subsequent email on the second page, it reads, 
quote: Consider this authorization to move. We will follow up 
with depords ASAP. 

The line here from Admiral Tidd -- I'm on the second page, 

sir. 

A Okay. Yeah. 

Q Middle of the second page. 

A Right. 

Q The line here from here Admiral Tidd, the 13 on the 
loint Staff: "Consider this authorization to move." Given the 
wide distribution of this email, do you view this as all that was 
needed, all the authority that was needed to move American 
military resources as quickly as possible? 

A Yes. And the followup with depords, it formalizes 

that, but this is essentially what you call a VOCO, verbal orders 
on -- I can't remember what the actual acronym is, but 
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essentially, I don't have time to write this in a formal message 
traffic deployment order. You're authorized to move. Paper will 
follow later. That's essentially what this is saying. 

Q Okay. And I may have a few followup questions on this 
email and some other related issues, but I see we're out of time. 

A Okay. 

Ms. Rauch . We are out of time for now. Thank you. 

Admiral Winnefeld . Okay. 

Mr. Kenny. We can go off the record. 

[Recess . ] 
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[1:40 p.m.] 

Ms. Clarke . Go back on the record. 

Admiral Winnefeld . Okay. 

BY MS. CLARKE: 

Q Admiral Winnefeldj I just want to pick up where we left 
off the last hour with exhibit 6 , and I just had some questions. 

A Exhibit 6. Okay. 

Q That was the last exhibit we were discussing. 

A Yes . 

Q So one of the things I wanted to direct your attention 
to was on the second page^ this is the email from Kurt Tidd. 

A Right. 

Q We just -- in the last hourj you discussed deployment 

of a CIF (REDACTED) 

If you look on the second page^ the second paragraph^ it 
readSj "SECDEF has directed deployment (REDACTED) Let me know 
what the N-hour will be." 

Can you explain, if the SECDEF had already issued deployment 
for that particular asset, why was Vice Admiral Tidd requesting 
that asset to describe, or requesting AFRICOM to describe what 
time the N-hour would be? And my understanding is the N-hour is 
not the actual time that kind of stops the clock ticking for when 
that particular asset had to be in the air? Is that correct? 

A Right. Well, what I think is going on here, this is an 
email from Kurt to Bruce Lindsey, who is the DDO. So he's just 
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asking Lindsey^ backfill me on the infonmation. 

Q Okay. 

A And there's no question when at 8:53, you know, they 
are saying go, that's -- that's the signal to these guys to get 
moving. They may already have been spinning up, for all I know, 
to use that term again. This is really a paperwork drill, because 
we have a very formal system inside DOD, because we have to have a 
historical record of records of deployment orders for legal 
purposes, for historical purposes, whatever. And so all Kurt, I 
think, is asking there, just tell me what you decided was going to 
be the formal moment that you assign as N-hour. 

Q And who -- 

A He wasn't trying to -- I'm sorry. He wasn't trying to 
give them any latitude of, hey, slide N-hour to a time that's 
convenient for you. This was just, tell me what the paperwork is 
going to say when this is all over. I really think that's what he 
was saying. 

Q And who would establish that N-hour? 

A It would probably be the DDO. 

Q And did you have an understanding of what time that 
N-hour was actually set? 

A No, I don't, because to somebody in my position, it 
was, the word's gone out; they're going, and I don't even pay 
attention to the paperwork drill in terms of what formal N-hour 
would be, as long as I know they've got the word and they are 
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moving, and they ane spinning up and going. 

Q So the formal N-houn is set, say, 2-1/2 hours later, 
how does that impact the process for actually getting these assets 
moving? 

A It won't. The word goes -- I can tell you, (REDACTED) 
and it comes down to, you know, the Secretary, move, they're not 
paying any attention to N-hours or -- you know, they want to beat 
whatever time it is that is specified. But what's really 
happening is all the wheels are now in motion for them to man up, 
pack up, get the airplanes there and move. They have a process 
that they go through; it takes a certain amount of time. And 
they're not -- they're not really focused too much, I don't think, 
in that actual N-hour formality. It's really just a 
documentation . 

So they're not going to go, oh, gee, they gave us a couple 
hours of slack here. They're just going to go, because that's 
what they do. 

BY MR. TOLAR: 

Q (REDACTED) are people alerted as to that fact? Are you 
alerted? 

A We would want to know what happened if they don't meet 
their N time. 

Q Are you aware --do you know why they didn't meet it 
that night? 

A No, I don't. I don't recall why they didn't make it. 
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Q Okay. 

A If they didn't make itj I don't know why. 

Q Okay. 

A Because they're -- they're pretty good about that. 

Q That's the things they are the elite^ and they got a 

VOCO; they had a soft start already. A soft starts it's still j we 
didn't make it? 

A Yeah. I honestly don't know the reason why. 

BY MS. CLARK: 

Q The other question I had about this exhibit iSj so this 
order, Kurt Tidd sends this email at 8:53 p.m. it says at the 
bottom, considering this authorization to move, we will follow-up 
as soon as possible. So this is almost an hour and a half after 
the deputy committee meeting, where there is coordination had 
taken place -- had started, and according to Secretary Panetta's 
testimony, this was probably almost 2 hours following his initial 
order to deploy these forces. At this time, had anything actually 
begun to move, or were these forces waiting for this particular 
authorization to begin? 

A I don't have a definitive answer on that. Here's what 
I would -- what normally would happen there. Okay. I want to 
make it clear, this is what would normally -- the Secretary says, 
hey, move this stuff. The informal network that I talked about 
earlier, the joint staff operations guys, the SOCOM operation 
guys, the AFRICOM, they're talking. They say. The Secretary's 
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decided to do this, get your people moving. Get, you know, 
prepared to deploy, start -- you know, I hate to use the term 
again, spitting them up. 

And so all that's going on in parallel while the deputy's 
committee process is happening. And then it's followed up by the 
formal order to move. So what's happening in the field is people 

should be starting to get people out of bed, get things lined up, 

get them moving. 

Q And when you say -- 

A But they wouldn't -- but they wouldn't actually 

probably move until this -- until this VOCO actually came out. 

Q So before this VOCO came out, people should have been 
alerted? 

A Right. 

Q And, you know, this is the middle of the night. So 

they would have been, you know, someone would have gone to 

get -- like you said, get people out of bed. That -- that process 

should have already been developing before this VOCO came out? 

A Could have been developing. You -- I would defer you 
to the people out in the field as to what their impression was, 
what information they received that night as to whether they 
actually were or not. But, in general, if something's going on in 
the world, people are starting to lean forward, they would be 
thinking of this. But they wouldn't actually move until this 
order came out. Is it a perfect process? No. I'll tell you 
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that . 

Q Now, this email is a little before, I think, the 
timeline that we talked about earlier where you said you had a 
dinner event, and you thought that you may have completed that 
dinner event around 9:30, so this email comes out a little before 
that . 

Once you came -- once you were able to kind of get back up to 
speed, as you said, you read through the emails and kind of got an 
understanding of what's happening, did you -- were you receiving 
updates on what was happening with these forces? Were they 
actually moving? Where were they in the process of actually 
deploying those forces? 

A I wouldn't have the information available to me to 
follow in great detail, like, you know, are there aircrews have 
been -- have been woken up, you know, what have you. But, 
intermittently, I was checking in. I was tracking the progress, 
and what I was really trying to remain alert to was whether there 
were any impediments, you know. Because you keep your ear to the 
ground, is there anything out there that's a stumbling block that 
I can help resolve. And that's what somebody in my position would 
listen for. Because you generally want the people in the field to 
be able to do their jobs without me micromanaging. 

So it's a very careful balance you strike of listening to 
what's going on, and trying to sense if there's any difficulty, 
any impediment. And then if you sense a problem, then you drill 
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into it and try to solve it if you need to. I didn't really sense 
any problems like that that night that I needed to weigh in on. 

I'm sure there -- there are always little things going on on the 
ground. But I just make this up^ you know, field truck doesn't 
show up, you know, whatever, but there's nothing that I feel I 
needed to weigh in on. The only thing that I really got involved, 
was calling Phil Breedlove, the USAFE commander, to make sure that 
there was nothing holding him back on the aircrews. And he had 
already beaten me to it. He already had waived crew rest, which 
is what I was worried about mostly, being cynical Navy guy 
regarding Air Force crew rest rules, I wanted to make sure that 
wasn't a problem, and it could have been a problem, but Phil had 
already waived it down. 

Q With exhibit 6, I think we talked a little bit about 
this in the last hour. On the last page, the original email from 
Bruce Lindsey, the DDO, it notes that during this conference call 
with the national military command center, that the SECDEF VOCO 
for deployment of FAST platoon to Rota, Spain -- from Rota, Spain, 
to Benghazi and then one from Rota, Spain, to Tripoli. And I 
believe at the last hour, we discussed that there was a decision 
made that using the FAST platoon in Benghazi, based on the current 
information, wasn't necessary at the time, because at least from 
your understanding, the American citizens were planning to be 
evacuated? 

A Right. And that they were going to be evacuated by 
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Libyan Air. 

Q Was -- given that the Secretary -- the SECDEF had 
actually ordered those particular assets to go to Benghazi^ was 
there some follow-up with him or his staff thatj sir, we don't 
think these assets need to go to Benghazi because of 
the -- because of our understanding of the situation? 

A This wasn't an order to go to Benghazi. This was a 
prepared-to-deploy order. A PTDO is a prepare to deploy. So this 
wasn't -- that wasn't the Secretary saying go to Benghazi. It was 
prepare to go to deploy to Benghazi. I think there's a 
distinction there. 

Q Understanding that distinction, was there still some 
coordination with him to say, sir, we understand you said prepare 
to deploy, we do not think at this time we need to -- that assets 
will need to move to Benghazi? 

A My recollection was that throughout the process, that 
General Ham and General Dempsey and Secretary Panetta weren't all 
that sanguine about deploying the FAST platoon to Benghazi to 
start with, but they wanted to have it as an option, so that they 
can put it on the PTDO in case it was needed. So there was an 
airlift being set up for it and the whole thing, but they ended up 
not using it, because they didn't think they needed it. 

Q And how -- would that have been -- again, would 
that -- were you privy to those conversations, or how were you 
aware of that discussion? 
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A I don't recall how I was aware. It's just my 
recollection of where they were. I was -- I actually never had a 
conversation where I was in with the chairmanj General Ham, and 
the Secretary just because the timing didn't work out. Normally, 

I would be, but I just wasn't -- wasn't available. 

Q Urn -- 

A I almost remember, like, really, you really are serious 
about sending these guys to Benghazi? And said, we're doing this 
as a -- I wouldn't say a hedge, but they wanted to have it as an 
option, but I don't think they really thought they would end up 
sending them to Benghazi, because of the likelihood that they 
would be moving our guys by Libyan Air back. 

Q I believe earlier we passed out exhibit -- I think it 
was exhibit 2. And it's an email. At the very top it has the 
name (REDACTED) 

A Yes . 

Q I want to talk with you about that. 

A 1:44 a. m. Okay. 

Q So this is a chain of emails that begins with an email 
sent from Denis McDonough, who is the deputy national security 
advisor at the time. And you're on this chain of emails. And I 
just wanted to discuss with you, beginning on the first page, it's 
an email that you sent at 1:19 a.m. to Denis McDonough and other 
people. And just to kind of get a framework in our mind of what's 
happening at that point, at this point in time, the people that 
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were at the Special Mission Compound had been moved to the Annexj 
and then at this point in timOj Libya time, the Annex had actually 
been attacked, and there was mortar fire, and at this time 
everyone had moved to the airport in Benghazi. 

A They were all at the airport at that time? 

Q Yes. So you -- now, you write, "Understand we now have 

dip clearance for the FAST platoon into Tripoli, working to 
accelerate the airlift, have spoken personally with the USAFE 
commander." And is this what you have been referring to during 
this -- throughout our conversation today about the phone call you 
had? 

A Right. And I think that the phone call happened, 
actually, well before this, but I had spoken to him, and it was, 
hey, Phil, you are not letting aircrew rest, hold you back, right? 
And if there's anything you can do to accelerate it, please make 
it happen. And that was the discussion we had. He's a good 
friend, and he would let me know if there's anything they could do 
to speed it up. He was all over it. He was doing whatever he 
could to speed the airlift up, but they were starting from the 
stand and start. 

Q Do you recall whether that discussion that you had with 
the USAFE commander occurred before or after the mortars attacked 
the -- 

A I believe it was before. 

Q Before. What prompted you --do you recall what 
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prompted you to -- if -- to send this email at this time if that 
discussion had occurred prior to mortar attack? 

A I don't -- I don't think it had anything to do with the 
timing of the mortar attack. It was really just an update to the 
system, level setting everybody where, hey, we've gotten good 
clearance; I've gotten that information. That's no longer a 
challenge. I remember, because the Secretary said he wanted to 
wait for the dip clearance before he actually moved, so that was 
not an impediment. 

And then just to make sure people knew that, you know, they 
are not just land at the airport in Tripoli. We've got to get 
some ground transport for this -- not very mobile FAST platoon to 
get to the embassy. So that we were working that. I don't know 
if we had resolved it. We were still working it, and then getting 
the remains back. This was just, I hadn't received any 
information and I had put it out to the -- to the interagency 
committee. I think you see on there, Cardillo. He's the DNI guy. 
lohn Brennan, Tony Blinken, Deputy National Security Advisor. At 
that point, I think he might have been the Vice President's 
National Security Advisor, Sherman from State, Miller from OSD, 
Sullivan, Michael Morell. So I'm just putting out information I 
received to the broader interagencies. 

Q And what role did you play in obtaining the dip 
clearance for the FAST platoon to go into Tripoli? 

A Not my -- not my role. That's a State Department role 
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where either the attache or the deputy chief of missiorij whatever, 
would actually call the Libyans and say, we need clearance. They 
work that in country. 

Q And do you have an understanding of when you were aware 
that the dip clearance had been obtained? 

A It was probably not long before this. It might have 
been what stimulated me to put the email out in the first place. 

Q And given that this is -- this email was at 1:19 a.m., 
is it the -- according to the previous email we were just 
discussing, the VOCO for deployment of these forces was, at the 
latest, at 8:39 p.m., did you have an understanding of what -- why 
it took so long to -- first, did you consider it to be a length 
of -- an unusual length of time to actually obtain these 
diplomatic clearances, and then did you have an understanding of 
why it took so long to obtain? 

A That was actually very quick to get dip clearance, 
particularly from a fairly disorganized, unstable government like 
the Libyan Government at the time. We -- usually, when you ask 
for a dip clearance -- there are countries who ask for 30-days 
notice for things like this. Obviously, that wasn't going to 
apply here. 

So this took some kind of intervention on the part of the 
U.S. official in country calling a fairly senior Libyan official, 

I don't know who it was, saying, we got to get in here, and very 
quickly getting an answer back, yes. 
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We had a very good relationship at the time with the Libyan 
Governmentj and we're trying to maintain thatj which is why we're 
asking in the first place. And they were very responsive. 

Believe it or not, that's actually a fairly quick timeline to get 
the clearance. 

Q Again, you mention that that process would have been 
handled by -- at least from your understanding, would have been 
handled by potentially the defense attache that was posted in 
Tripoli, or the DCM? 

A Somebody -- some senior official in the country, DCM or 
some embassy official or the -- possibly, the attache. But, you 
know, somebody assigned to make that phone call in the middle of 
the night to the Libyans saying, we need a dip clearance and we 
need it fast. And they got it. They got it pretty quick. 

Q Was anyone -- based on your experience, was any 
individual in the State Department here in D.C. handle that 
process, given that this was an extreme situation and time was of 
the essence? 

A It's possible that somebody from the State could have 
been the one that made the call. But I would -- I would assume 
that it was somebody in country who did. 

Q So going to the first page of this email, about 
approximately the middle of the page, there's a subsequent email 
from you. This one's at 1:40 a.m., so about 21 minutes later. 

And you write, "Aircrews are on the ramp at Ramstein. Two C-130S 
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will move to Rota then Tripoli. One departs at 0600 ZulUj the 
other at 0700 Zulu." And you then say^ "We now have country 
clearances for Spain and Libya." 

What was your understanding of the need to obtain country 
clearances for -- from countries other than Libya that night? 

A For Spain, I don't recall whether you -- if you any 

time you fly a military aircraft into Rota, you need a country 

clearance. I believe that to be the case. It wasn't just for, 
you know, pulling people out of Tripoli or whatever. You might 
want to check that when you talk to other people from in theater 
as to the Spanish requirements for dip clearance, but I think that 
was probably routine. And I'm sure the Spanish were very, very 
quick in responding as well. 

Q And you talked earlier about if -- typically, the way 

you would want to go about handling the process of obtaining dip 

clearance, especially from Libya, given that they were a newer 
government trying to get established, is that you approached them 
as a request for approval? 

A Right. 

Q And subsequently, if, for whatever reasons they seem to 
not want to approve or they didn't approve, then it became more of 
a notification? 

A Yeah. 

Q Now, that same process would have applied to Spain in 
requesting for approval for their military aircraft to come into 
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Rota, Spain? 

A We would have asked fon approval, yes. We would have 
expected a yes. These are allies of ours who are understanding 
that we are in a crisis situation, and it would be extremely 
unusual for them to deny that. So it's very hypothetical to ask, 
what if they did deny it? Gosh, you know, that would have 
caused -- that could cause the Secretary of State to call his 
counterpart or her counterpart at the time. 

Q I -- I don't want to -- for you to address a 
hypothetical. I just want to understand kind of the expectation 
that night for obtaining diplomatic clearance. It's not only from 
Libya, but for other countries that may have been involved -- 

A It's really just a given. It's a matter of routine 
that when we fly around the world, we get -- unless it's an 
aircraft emergency, you get a diplomatic clearance when you go 
into somebody's country. So, for instance, if you have an 
aircraft carrier that is sailing around and you have an airplane 
that can't land and needs to fly into Italy, we have a standing 
agreement with them. But the airplane lands, and then we clean up 
the paperwork later. If we were going to deliberately fly an 
airplane in Italy, you get a dip clearance. And different 
countries have different requirements for those clearances in 
terms of timing. For instance, overflight of Egypt is -- has 
been, in the past, very difficult. They've been good to us over 
the last few years, but, again, it's a -- it's -- it depends on 


UNCLASSIFIED 



739 


UNCLASSIFIED 


112 


the country. But we always ask. 

Mr. Tolar. Are you going to start something new? 

Ms. Clarke . Yes, go ahead. 

BY MR. TOLAR 

Q Go back real quickly, sir -- with regard to the CIF, 
you mentioned that the aircraft, it was your impression that those 
guys, because they have been in the middle of the operation, they 
have been working all week; they were on crew rest, do you recall 
conversations about the aircraft possibly being down for 
maintenance? 

A I don't anything specific to that. 

Q Particularly in Bagram? 

A No, I don't remember any maintenance issues. I'm not 
ruling that out, I just don't remember it. 

Q Sure. And you mentioned earlier also that you 
said -- I think you said DOD had no idea the Annex existed? 

A The CIA Annex? 

Q Yes, sir. In Benghazi. 

A I'm not aware of anybody in DOD who did. It's possibly 
that our -- our SOF operators in Tripoli knew. 

Q Sure. 

A But -- and I think we were in a timeframe when we 
just -- we just weren't that good at understanding where all of 
the little U.S. Government facilities are all around the world. 

We sort of counted on the individual departments to look after 
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thein owrij and we just had no idea there was a CIA facility. I 
didn't. 

Q Would you say the same thing with regard to the 
compound or the SMC, the Special Mission Compound, same thing? 

A I was not aware that there was a Special Mission 
Compound in Benghazi. So I think, you know, one of the lessons 
learned for us, coming out of that, was try to get better 
visibility, at least at the COCOM level. And of course, the COCOM 
knew that that facility was there in Benghazi, but I don't think 
we knew in D.C. 

Q The COCOM leadership wasn't aware? 

A Yeah. So his representative on the ground, I guess, 
who did this -- I don't even call it his representative, but the 
special operators knew. But that was one of our lessons learned 
from that night, is do a better job of understanding where all 
these various facilities are. 

Q And do you have, especially -- and I'm talking about 
then, especially then when you talk about those high-threat 
problem areas, did you all monitor at all the movement of 
ambassadors in those areas of the country? 

A No. That's -- it's not only almost an impossible task, 
it's if somebody at State would resist. You know, they -- they 
want their ambassadors to have unfettered freedom to move, and 
it's just not something we did or do now. The ambassadors are 
independent, free agents. President's representatives, and for 
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them to feel like they have to nepont thein every movement to DOD 
would be something that they would resist. 

Nowj if they told uSj would we absorb that information? 

Sure. I don't know how much good it would do, because we're not 
responsible for their security when they travel, but it would be 
interesting to know. 

Q Is that not something that, perhaps, the DATT would put 
on a sitrep or something? 

A Not that I'm aware of. (REDACTED) 

Mr. Tolar. Okay. 

BY MS. CLARK: 

Q I wanted to ask you another question about the 
USAFE -- your conversation with the USAFE commander. Did 
you -- and you indicated that you proactively checked in with him 
because you wanted to make sure that there were no issues, and 
particularly, in your mind, with the issue with crew rest. During 
your conversations, did he identify to you any issues that he was 
seeing with actually getting these C-130S ready to go, to deploy 
to Rota, Spain? 

A No specific issues, other than he was starting from the 
standing start. And he was --he was -- you know, whipping the 
ponies, as it were, to try to get a force that was not under an 
alert into an alert-like posture and move them as quickly as 
possible. And they were --he was pulling out the stops to get 
that done, including waiving the crew rest down, as I mentioned. 


UNCLASSIFIED 



742 


But he didn't identify any maintenance issues or aircraft 
availability issues or any -- any other problems that I recall 
that were slowing him down. 

BY MR. TOLAR: 

Q I know you didn't fly those^ but what is your rough 
estimate of how long it would take to go from middle of the night 
cold start to wheels up? 

A If I have to -- if I have to get countermeasures out of 
a magazine -- 

Q Do C-130S always fly with countermeasures? 

A No, only if they are going to go into a potential 

threat area. And if they are going to fly into Tripoli, which, 
you know, we weren't sure what was going on, I think USAFE felt 
them needed to have countermeasures on that. 

Q Do you know if all the aircraft had countermeasures? 

A I don't know for certain, but I believe they did. 

That's something that you can check with USAFE guys. 

Q Thank you. 

A So grabbing the countermeasures, getting the aircrews 

up and briefed, possibly offloading an aircraft, getting the 
rest -- I don't know if the airfield was open or not, Ramstein is 
probably open 24 hours a day. I would say a minimum of -- of 2 
hours, probably. 

Q For all that? 

A Now, if it were a Navy guy, probably would be 30 
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minutes. Butj you know -- I'm being cynical. I apologize. You 
knowj I think it's a harden challenge than people really realizej 
that, you know, you are calling people at home; they've got to 
drive into work; you have to assemble the crew; you have to brief 
the crew, make sure the airplane is ready, it takes time to do 
that . 

Q And that's what we can't seem to reconcile here. It 
looks like it would have taken 8, 10 hours to get a plane in the 
air, kind of thing, and we just -- 

A I think it probably depends on when the start time was. 
And I -- my sense is that USAFE, being sort of on the end of this 
string, right, probably didn't really start this process until the 
2053 East Coast time email from Kurt Tidd. That's probably when 
they started this process. 

Q Exactly. But giving them the benefit of the doubt that 
they didn't start till then, it's still, they weren't even close 
to 2 or 4 or 6 hours getting the planes in the air. I don't know 
what happened on the ground. 

A Nor do I. And that's a worthwhile question to ask. 

Q God, what does that say about our ability in a crisis 

situation? 

A I think it speaks to the importance, again, of one of 
the lessons learned from that night, that -- that we learned -- 

Q Sure. 

A -- and employed, was synchronize your 
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alent -- synchronize your airlift alerts to your response force 
alerts . 

Q Sure. 

A That -- you know, then you have aircrafts that are 
already sequestered on a ramp someplace that are prepped and ready 
to go, if you have aircrews who are prepped and ready to go. We 
learned that lesson. 

And as I -- as I've mentioned on the side, we're paying a 
price for that. It's -- it's costing USAFE 25 percent of their 
training hours to maintain this alert posture. If we had more 
resources, we could probably restore that, but we don't -- we 
haven't. 

Q Let me ask you this, just your opinion on this, but 
given today's environment with budget constraints and everything 
else, do you have an opinion whether or not those are good 
resources, having the CIF have organic aircrafts, per se, that are 
limiting USAFE 's ability to fly planes out of the forces? 

A Well, the -- as long as the threat of extremism exists, 
and as long as we are at a new normal where we could have 
facilities that would need to be reinforced or evacuated on short 
notice, they could probably make sense. 

Q Okay. 

A Now --so what happens when you lose 25 percent of your 
training hours, you know, maybe you are not getting as many night 
landings. So if you are going to have to go in the middle of the 
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night and drop into an unfamiliar place like Tripoli, it's not as 
safe as it used to be, because the pilot probably hasn't had a 
night landing in, you know, a month or something like that. But 
the alternative is not having a force that's as alert. 

Q Sure. With regard to spinning up or mobilizing a C-17 
versus C-130, is that a discernibly longer requirement or response 
time? 

A I -- I don't know. I would have to ask TRANSCOM, to be 
honest with you. 

Q And were you aware of the heavy -- the heavy lift unit 
of Hungary, that coalition of nations that the U.S. is a part of, 
where we have, I guess, 4 C-17s over there that we all share? 

A Right. 

Q Are you aware of that organization? 

A Yep. 

Q Did we consider utilizing or make a request to utilize 
those assets that night that you know of? 

A I'm not aware that we asked allies for any airlift 

assistance that night. My sense is that if -- if we had thought 
of it, we would have said, nice idea; I'm a little busy right now. 

Q Right. 

A We can react much faster than anybody else can. 

Q Okay. 

A There's nobody going to beat us to the punch on this, 
in terms of having a C-17 or a C-130 ready in the middle of the 
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night. I think they could have askedj but sincenely^ I think that 
we would beat anybody by a wide margin. 

Q Who --at what level -- who had the authority to 
request the use of those assets? I mean, I guess they are 
controlled by Navy technically, but how prior -- 

A Yeah, if they are controlled by NATO, that's a complex 
question, because you've got to go through the NATO process, which 
is a reason not to do it. 

Q So the Secretary would have to do that, then? 

A The Secretary would have to do it, and I would -- I 

would want to consult with SACEUR on the exact process involved. 
Obviously, SACEUR and EUCOM are the same person, but I don't know 
what -- where the authority lies to use those assets on a short 
notice. That would be an interesting question. But even -- even 
if that were a very clean avenue, I don't think they could be as 
responsive as our guys could be. 

Q Thank you. 

BY MS. CLARK: 

Q In the exhibit we were just looking at -- 

A This is number 2 or 6? 

Q 2. Number 2. 

A Okay. 

Q One -- the email that you sent at 1:18 a.m., one of the 
assets that you discussed was -- I guess the last sentence you 
say, "We're also working the issue of ground transport," and we 
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talked about that. And then as well as the issue of how to and 
whether we need to help recover the chief of missions -- the COMs, 
and I presume that means the chief of missions, and the 
communications officer's remains. 

Do you recall when you learned or when you received 
confirmation that the chief of mission had -- was actually 
deceased and was no longer a potential hostage rescue situation, 
but that he had actually deceased -- was deceased? 

A When did I find that out? I don't recall the exact 
time. Sorry. And I think what I'm referring to in that last 
sentence is whether State wanted to charter something or use some 
other type of mode to move them out of there, or whether they 
wanted DOD assistance to move them out of there. That's the 
whether-we-need-to piece. 

Q Okay. 

A There's no reluctance to help them. They ask for it, 
we'll help them. 

Q Okay. But you don't -- sitting here today, you don't 
have a recollection of when you received formal confirmation that 
the Ambassador was deceased? 

A No. It was in the middle of the night sometime. I 
just don't recall exactly what time. 

Q Do you recall whether -- do you recall how you received 
that confirmation? 

A It would have had to have been by phone, a phone call. 
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I don't think it was email. 

Q Would that have been a phone call with someone from the 
State Department or someone from the -- 

A Probably DDO. 

Q DDO? 

A And I don't -- obviously, I know at this point, which 
you say was 1:19? 

Q 1:19? 

A So I don't know, it had to be before that, but I don't 
know what time. 

Q I think earlier you talked a little bit (REDACTED) that 
came down from Tripoli. And in your discussion, it seemed -- you 
seem to be recalling that you learned more specifics about kind of 
the makeup of that team and the individuals that were asked to 
stay in Tripoli versus the individuals that traveled to Benghazi. 
And you indicated that you had that understanding, you thought, 
perhaps, early the next morning? Is that correct? 

A Yep. 

Q Did you have an understanding -- putting aside the 
specifics of who actually went to Benghazi, did you have an 
understanding prior to that morning that someone from -- that the 
particular team had gone to Benghazi? So over the night, did come 
to know that they were -- that these DOD personnel were traveling 
from Tripoli to Benghazi? 

A Yes. (REDACTED) They are special operators. And I 
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believe in the middle of the night that I did know that a couple 
of them had traveled down to Benghazi. I can't tell you when that 
happened or how I found outj but I think I knew that a couple of 
them had gone down there. And I knew that four of them had 
remained behind -- or I don't even know if I knew it was four, but 
a number of them had remained behind with the intent of 
reinforcing the embassy, because we didn't have anybody there, and 
we were worried about the embassy. 

Q And the individuals that were on the ground, were they 
reporting back to the defense attache in Tripoli, or were they 
reporting to any other -- to their command? Where were they 
providing information about what they were learning that was 
happening -- 

A The folks in Benghazi? 

Q Yes . 

A My recollection is they were providing information back 

to Tripoli, but I don't recall for sure. And 

COM -- communications for them, I think, were quite a challenge. 

It was all cell phones or what have you. But you would want to 
check with them, but my recollection was they were talking to 
Tripoli. 

Q I have just some follow-up questions, I think, and so 
we may jump around a little bit. 

A Sure. 

Q So earlier in our discussion, we talked about some of 
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the assets that were identified to deploy. Do you recall whether 
there was a discussion about deploying the FEST, the foreign 
emergency support team? 

A No, I don't recall any discussion of the FEST. And I'm 
not -- I'm not really all that familiar with the FEST, to be 
honest with you. I was pretty focused on the DOD piece. 

Q I think you also mentioned earlier that it was your 
understanding that the GIF was located maybe not directly with its 
aircraft, but that the aircraft was in the region because they 
were -- 

A Training together. 

Q -- training. And then you thought that there may have 
been an issue with crew rest, and because they have just completed 
a training mission that was part of the reason why they may not 
have deployed on -- I would just say on time is that because of 
crew rest. Did you have a conversation with someone regarding 
that issue, or how did you come to have that knowledge about the 
GIF team being on crew rest? 

A I think it was a subsequent, long after the event, I 
recall that they had been put in crew rest. It wasn't -- I wasn't 
aware of that that night. 

Q Okay. 

A It was after the event. And I -- I don't know what 
their flying schedule was the day of, but my sense is that they 
put them into crew rest because they were used up already. 
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Q Andj typically^ if -- so the Secretary of Defense has 
ordered this particular asset to deploy to a saving base, if they 
were in need of a crew rest, would that particular FAST team be 
reported back to the joint staff or the Secretary of Defense to 
say, essentially, sir, we understand your order, our team had just 
finished an exercise, and they need to go on to crew rest? How 
does that information get related back to the -- 

Mr. Tolar. Let me add on to that before you respond, sir. 
Coupled with the fact that the guys on the ground had been in a 
week-long exercise, 24/7, the team leader's testimony was they 
slept a couple of hours the entire week. They had just gotten 
back, 1:00 in the morning, at 1:15, he gets the phone call. 

Admiral Winnefeld . Yeah, okay. So two different questions. 
How does that information get back is I don't know that the 
details of the why would come with the information. It would be 
more like, we're going to be able to move at X time. And, 
theoretically, somebody in the Pentagon can go, well, gee, 
that's -- that's a delay. You know, why the delay? And then they 
would get the answer back, crew rest. So I don't know how 
that -- I don't know how that played out. I was not actually 
aware over the course of the night. The CIF was --we were 
getting more information on the FAST deployment, frankly, than we 
were on the CIF deployment. 

So the very good -- very good question you asked on -- on the 
ground piece, I don't know that there are any institutional rules 
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in place for special operators, for even Marines on -- on, you 
know, how much sleep you have to have before you go into action. 
The Air Force has a lot of rules on crew rest, and those rules are 
used by special operations Air Forces as well, even though they 
weren't in the same chain of command that night; they were in a 
different chain of command, they still have the same Air Force 
institutional rules, which they chose to apply. And I don't 
know -- again, there was a very good question asked earlier, and I 
don't have the answer to it, was, who has the waiver authority 
inside that special operations aircrew pipeline. I don't know how 
high that has to go in their world. I do know the USAFE commander 
had that authority and used it. 

But, again, he had a deep pool of -- you know, of C-130 folks 
to call upon, so they could get somebody who was reasonably well 
rested rather than somebody they knew had already flown that 
right, which the SOF guys were faced with. So it's an 
institutional -- that they are dealing with? 

BY MR. TOLAR 

Q Talking about the Air Force as an institution, somebody 
talked to us that the Air Force in the way they operated, 
irrespective of the N-systems service program, that they kind of 
were very rigid in how they operated. They basically had milk-run 
schedules, and they kind of adhered to that. And when it came to 
responding to urgent requests, things of that nature, they weren't 
as flexible as maybe they could have been. Do you have an 
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impression or thoughts about thatj how it operated at the time^ 
and whether or not that had changed at all since the new normal? 

A I -- you know, it's easy for me as a Navy guy to be 
critical of my Air Force brothers and sisters. They -- when 
crunch time comes, they usually rise to the occasion. And I would 
say, again, that the evidence for that, for me is Phil Breedlove 
in the middle of the night saying, the heck with crew rest; we've 
got something we got to do here; let's get moving. Now, I don't 
know all the reasons why it took longer than we might have 
expected, but my understanding is that the crew rest was not 
a -- was not one of those reasons, which I was delighted to see, 
frankly, because that's why I was worried was going to be the 
reason when I called him in the middle night. But I -- they've 
been pretty -- pretty flexible. They do have processes. They've 
got more processes than any service that I know, the ATO process 
and all that, but it served us well as a military force. They are 
extremely well-organized, and very -- they run like a well-oiled 
machine businesswise, and I think, again, when crunch time comes, 
they've been pretty responsive. 

BY MS. CLARK: 

Q With the crew rest waiver, is that something that's 
documented? So he waives the crew rest, but does that also -- is 
that also captured in some type of documentation by the USAFE 
commander? 

A It would probably in their command center's log that 
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they keep that he had done that. I don't think you had to sign a 
letter. 

Q Right. 

A But his direction would be recorded by somebody. 

That's my sense. 

BY MR. TOLAR 

Q Would you talk a little bit about the SVTCS versus the 
U issue. Were you tracking it that night? 

A I was not. And I don't recall, anyway, tracking it. 

If it was an issue, I think it was an irritant. I don't think it 
held anything up. I don't think it delayed anybody. It could've, 
but I don't recall that it did. 

Q Let me share with you what I think we know. The FAST 
plane is on the ground; they are loaded. It's approximately 1300, 
and basically, for the next 3 hours, the FAST team commander, 
captain -- is getting guidance, take off utilities, put in your 
SVTCS, and then it changes again, and they go back again, and they 
go back to using SVTCS. 

There was also -- I think that's our understanding of -- that 
there was a delay associated with it. Who would have been --in 
the DOD chain of command, where did that stop in terms of making 
this guy flip and flop? Who would make that call? 

A Well, it could go all the way to the Secretary if it 
got really, really contentious. And maybe I'm having a 3-1/2-year 
senior moment. I don't remember that it came up that high, but it 
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could. The -- obviously, the contention would be between the 
mission inside Libya, the chief of -- deputy chief of mission, in 
this case, charge at that point, and either the AFRICOM commander 
or, you know, somebody like that. They may have been arguing over 
this -- over this SVTCS versus uniform piece. And that could make 
its way back to the Pentagon. I just don't remember. I'm drawing 
a blank there. We've had that situation in the past, I just don't 
recall it lined up with this particular event. 

Q At the same time, apparently, there were ALSO questions 
about whether or not they would be allowed to take their personal 
weapons with them on the plane and carry it in. Do you recall any 
discussions or issues associated with that? 

A I don't recall that at all. I mean, if it's a FAST 
platoon; they've got to carry weapons. I don't understand why you 
would send a FAST platoon into Tripoli without weapons. 

Q Based on the commander's testimony, it sounded like 
they probably wanted to box them up like we might do if you're 
deploying overseas, you might box all your weapons up and unload 
them when you get there. He wasn't willing to do that. The FAST 
commander was pushing back on that. But apparently, that was also 
contributing to that 3-hour delay of getting off the ground, 
including that and uniforms. 

A Yeah. And the only thing I can think of that could 
have been a problem there is that the chief of missions was 
thinking that having Marines carry weapons on the way from the 
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ainpont to the embassy visibly might have been unnerving to the 
Libyans. I would imagine the Marines pushing back pretty hard on 
thatj and we would support them in that -- in that pushback. 

Q All right. Given the environment that we're going 
intOj did the -- is there a discussion about rules of engagement 
for the FAST team going into Libya versus the CIF? Tust talk 
briefly about thatj the ROE and how it applied to each one of 
those units. 

A They carried standing ROE with them^ and when the FAST 
platoons go and defend an embassy^ for example j they've got a 
pretty well-laid out set of ROE. 

Q Okay. Irrespective of where they are^ for all intents 
and purposes? 

A Right. And so if they were to need something on an 
ROEj they could ask for thatj and it could be put out as part of a 
deployment or execute on it. I don't recall anybody asking for 
a -- of control agents or that sort of thing. I can tell you that 
if they had asked for it, the Secretary would have said yes, 
knowing Secretary Panetta. I don't want to speak for him, but 
that would have been a no-brainer. But I don't recall anybody 
asking for something on an ROE that night. 

Q How about for CIF? 

A I don't recall any request or something from ROE from 
anybody. 

Q Did they have similar type of standard ROE doctrine 
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that they followed, innespective of -- 

A Standing CIS ROE. 

Q Sure. Do you recall late 2011, early 2012, the State 
Department requesting FAST team support for Yemen and for Tripoli? 

A I recall -- you said early 2012? 

Q Yes, sir. Late -- it could have been late 'll or early 
2012. I apologize. I don't have the date. Basically, the State 
Department says, we would like the FAST team in Yemen; we would 
like one in Tripoli. Do you recall that? 

A I remember, yes, we sent 50-some folks to Yemen, and 
I'm a little hazier on Tripoli, but we had Marines in Tripoli as 
well. 

Q I think what we've learned here is that the Yemen 
Marines were approved, but the Tripoli ones were not. 

A By the Secretary? 

Q That's the question. Who -- who had the 
authority --if the Secretary of State requests FAST teams 
for -- who has -- who approves that in the DOD chain? 

A It would be the Secretary. 

Q So Secretary Panetta would have approved that? 

A He would approve it. And if there were disapproval, 
now you have an interagency disagreement that would rise to the 
level of deputies, principals, potentially the President. So -- I 
don't recall that kind of disagreement being a -- you know, 
normally when the Secretary asks for a FAST team, it's like yeah. 
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let's go. So I don't recall that denial. 

Q If that happened^ cleanly, you would have to go to the 

White House for resolution? Is that your -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- your experience? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. Almost done. A couple more. 

It's fair to say it's not uncommon for DOD personnel to 
operate in countries without SOFA agreements in place, status of 
forces agreements in place? That's not uncommon, is it? 

A It's not uncommon, but we don't like to do it. 

Q Obviously, as we got into August, September of 2012, 

Secretary Ham and Ambassador Stevens were discussing about the 
status of the SST personnel and their future? 

A Right. 

Q They had been working under title 50 under the chief of 

mission, and there were discussions about moving them to Title 10. 
Given the fact that we have operated in places with an SOF 
agreement and General Ham wanted to keep his folks there under 
Title 10. Yet, it looks like the Ambassador wanted him to send 
them back to SACEUR to lay low until, perhaps, things changed or 
whatever. Did he seek guidance from the Secretary, or would he 
with that regard? I mean, he wanted them there, but he ended up 
letting them go home, because the Ambassador encouraged him to do 
so? 
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A Wellj if the Ambassador does not want them in the 
countryj then we're probably not going to keep them in the 
country. 

Q Okay. 

A And I -- my recollection is that General Ham^ you know, 
fairly repeatedly recommended to Ambassador Stevens that -- that 
we leave forces there. And I think he wanted to do that for two 
reasons. I think, one, he was worried about security. And the 
other is that he wanted to be able to stay engaged, because the 
special operators who were there helping to protect the mission 
were also engaging with -- with Libyan forces and Carter wanted to 
continue to do that. 

And Ambassador really wanted to wean himself off of DOD 
support and get that profile back down. I think he also wanted to 
get -- create a little more room inside the embassy compound and, 
ultimately, said no, I really want these guys to move, and we said 
okay. 

Q Did you have direct discussions with General Ham 
regarding that? 

A I did not. I know that he and Marty talked about it, 
and I was probably on the edge of one or two of those 
conversations, but I was not directly engaged with Carter on that. 

Ms. Clarke. 3ust for the record, Marty is? 

Admiral Winnefeld . General Dempsey. I'm sorry. 

BY MR. TOLAR 
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Q In terms of medevac aircraft, are they prioritized 
differently to the best of your knowledge? 

A In terms -- prioritize vis-a-vis? 

Q In how they are utilized and dispersed or assigned 
missions? 

A Prioritized compared -- you mean among the combatant 

commanders? 

Q Yes, sir. 

A Each theater has its own medevac in place, I believe. 

Q Okay. 

A So they are medevac 'd at Ramstein. 

Q I apologize, I thought they were actually helping to 
support the other operations over in GENICOM? 

A Oh, they are. The Air Force medevac community, as it 
were, is fluid, but there are assets dispersed around the 
different COCOMs. As you know, with Landstuhl right there in 
Ramstein, there's constant flow of medevac assets coming through 
Ramstein . 

Q Yes, sir. luly of 2014, we had reached -- we had since 
returned to Tripoli in the embassy there, and the Ambassador is in 
place. And in luly of 2014, we had to get her out --or get 
everybody out, do an evacuation. Do you recall that? 

A I do. 

Q We're trying to remember the name of that operation. 

A I don't remember the code name. 
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Q Lotus something. That was a very complex operation. 
There was a lot of moving parts. Do you recall when the planning 
started for that operation? Because, I mean, clearly, this wasn't 
something that was generated within a week's time or something 
like that. 

A Well, it was probably a phased process, where the 
embassy would have an emergency action plan developed all along. 
There were a lot of discussions regarding the potential for the 
evacuation of that embassy. It wasn't -- you know, we didn't snap 
our fingers and suddenly evacuated. We talked about it for a long 
time. And there were a number of courses of action that were 
produced for how we would do it. (REDACTED) 

And ultimately, if I remember correctly, it was deemed most 
prudent to convoy them out through to Tunisia, and so this was 
sort of the middle of the night. (REDACTED) 

Q You did. 

A And it was a successful evacuation. But there was a 
pretty deliberate planning process, and a discussion process in 
the interagency over the different courses of action that we would 
potentially use, and, in fact, when we would actually do it. 
Because no ambassador wants to evacuate, close an embassy. And 
the challenge for us is pushing them to not allow that feeling to 
cause them to wait too long. 

Q Do you recall what other sources of action were 
considered? 
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A There may have been a maritime onej (REDACTED) 

Q Do you recall why? 

A I think it was the Ambassador's call. The Ambassador 
preferred -- she felt that she had enough coordination on the 
ground that she just felt more comfortable with a convoy routOj 
lower profile, less military, high-level presence in Libya, and 
just kind of sneak out in a convoy. 

Q Does -- does she have trumps on that decision? 

A She has -- you know, obviously, the President has, you 

know, 100 percent of the vote on that. But if the Ambassador 
comes in and says, look, this is my country. I know my country. 
I've liaisoned with everybody. I feel strongly that this is the 
way we should do this, then that carries an awful lot of weight in 
the interagency process. We're not going to try to force her to 
do something that she doesn't believe in. If we vehemently 
disagree and say, this really isn't safe for you to do that, we 
will make our point in the interagency context, and then we'll 
come to a decision. 

Q Do you recall -- was the maritime evacuation a 
preferred course of action? 

A From the DOD? 

Q Sure. 

A I think we were actually okay with the convoy. I 
don't -- I don't remember precisely how we rank ordered them. 

Q Sure. 
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A (REDACTED) 

Q And do you recall if -- if DOD had any conversations 

with the Ambassador encouraging her to leave sooner than later^ 
and if so, who would have had those conversations? 

A It would be probably General Ham who would have a 
conversation with her. And, as I recall. General Ham and the 
Ambassador had a very good relationship. 

Q I apologize. I think General Rodriguez was in place at 
that time. 

A Good point. They had a very good relationship. 

Q Sure. 

A And a lot of that discussion would take place at the 

deputies' level. 

Q Sure. 

A And we did have a number of deputies committee meetings 
and lead up to that where we debated. And when I say "debate," it 
wasn't a contentious debate. We discussed all the intelligence 
information that would suggest an evacuation was appropriate. As 
you remember, there are different -- different Libyan militias 
that are maneuvering around each other, (REDACTED) All of that 
was swirling around. And the whole point we were -- we were 
making, as DOD was, don't wait too long for this to happen. 
Because, again, as I stressed earlier, it's really hard for us to 
rescue you and sit you. Let's either reinforce or get out of 
there preemptively. 
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Q And I guess -- I guess that's -- I'm trying to wrap my 
brain around. It sounds like the convoy over land evacuation was 
a movement of some 100 or so vehicles? 

A I don't know if it was 100, but it was a lot. It was a 
lot of good numbers. 

Q There's RPVs; there's -- There's -- they brought in 
crisis response team; they had to go sit and wait by the phone 
until they got -- so they were tied up, and you have fast movers, 
a lot of moving parts and a lot of bodies and a lot of people, 
whereas --or you can just go two clicks to get on that boat right 
there and you're out. 

A Right. I honestly don't know all of the exact reasons 
why we picked that convoy. It's what the Ambassador wanted to do. 
I don't know if it had to do with, I don't want to lose 100 
vehicles. She was confident, though, that the route west was 
safe, you know, that that was friendly territory. 

Q Sure. 

A That they weren't going to give them a hard time. In 
fact, they whipped through there. They had to stop for gas once, 

I think. And so we -- we -- unless we feel very, very strongly 
that the chief of mission is -- is choosing a faulty course, we 
will try to support that person if we can. 

Mr. Tolar. I'm okay for now. 

Ms. Clarke . Actually, I think that's the end of our hour. 

So we can go off the record. 
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Thank youj sin. 

[Discussion off the record.] 
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[2:54 p.m.] 

Ms. Rauch . My colleague is just going to follow up with what 
we were discussing in oun last hour and just finish up with that 
line of questioning. 

Admiral Winnefeld . Sure. 

Ms. Rauch . And then I'll move into some other things that 
are essentially followup on some of the things you've been 
saying -- 

Admiral Winnefeld . Sure. 

Ms. Rauch . -- and then we'll try and wrap it up. 

Admiral Winnefeld . Okay. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q Admiralj thank you, again, for your patience here 
today. I'd just like to ask a few followup questions on some of 
the discussions we were having earlier. We had an extended 
discussion about seeking, obtaining the Libyan host country 
clearance in order to bring outside U.S. military forces into the 
country. And just so that we don't misunderstand your statements 
here today, you had earlier indicated or referenced U.S. 
Government's relationship with the Libyans, which was nascent. At 
that point it was a transitional government. They just recently 
held elections. And just so we better understand you, I don't 
want to come away from this incorrectly thinking, if it is indeed 
incorrect, that somehow the U.S. Government was valuing its 
relationship with the Libyan Government over American lives on the 
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ground in Libya that night. 

A Of course not. We asked them for permission for 
country clearancOj what have you, because we do that everywhere. 

If they had said "no" -- again, that's a big hypothetical, because 
we fully expected them to say "yes," and they did say 
"yes" -- then I'm sure that we would -- with U.S. lives at stake, 
we would take whatever action we felt necessary to protect those 
lives . 

Q Okay. Thank you. That's helpful. 

And with specific reference to the FAST team, you understand 
the FAST team was the only team for which that country clearance 
was sought. 

A Right. Uh-huh. 

Q It's our -- it sounds like, if I'm understanding 
correctly, that didn't slow down, when I say "that," that seeking 
the Libyan nation's approval, did not slow down the deployment of 
the FAST team in a way that cost American lives on the night of 
these attacks? 

A I'm not aware of it causing any delay at all. We 
got --as far as I remember, we got the country clearance in time 
that it didn't cause anybody to have to sit on a ramp anywhere or 
anything like that. 

Q Okay. Thank you. That's helpful. 

And this is perhaps a bit of a related discussion, but there 
was a question in the last hour, and you had offered your 
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assessment on the difference between PTDOj prepane-to-deploy 
ondeCj as well as what we viewed in exhibit 6 , which was directive 
authorization to move now. 

And what I'd like to ask for your assessment, we've heard 
from other witnesses who, understanding that there may be a formal 
distinction within the Department, within the bureaucracy, but 
we've heard from other witnesses that they viewed those two things 
on the night of the attacks as essentially equivalent; in other 
words, because these assets had notification times and required a 
certain amount of time to spin up and to generate, that it 
took -- that their response on the ground was essentially the same 
had they received a prepare-to-deploy order versus an actual 
departure order. 

A That's correct. 

Q So do you agree with that you assessment, sir, that -- 

A Yeah. 

Q -- that the time to consummate the prepare-to-deploy 
fit inside the window of the actual deployment order. So there 
was no additional time spent waiting for the PTDO to turn into a 
deploy order, that the deployment order occurred well within that 
window? So if I understand you correctly, if the forces on the 
ground, when they receive the prepare-to-deploy order, they -- 

A They act as though they're deploying. 

Q -- they would immediately begin -- 

A Right. 
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Q -- preparing to deploy? 

A Exactly. 

Q And it would be the same if they had received an actual 

departure order? 

A Yep. Andj as it turns outj they didn't get the 
departure order for Benghazi, but they got the departure order for 
the rest. 

Q And I think part of the confusion over that point that 
we've had, and I've seen this, unfortunately, in a couple 
different interviews dating back, our understanding is that the 
events on the ground developed, they changed over time, as did the 
Department's understanding of what was occurring, and that 
initially there was not a complete picture of what was actually 
unfolding in Benghazi. That developed over the course of the 
night. 

I wonder if you could help explain for us just in a general 
picture, stepping back, over the course of that night, your 
understanding of how that mission set changed, and we discussed 
how Benghazi and the different response forces that were 
considered were specific to the Benghazi response, how and why 
that changed as the course of the night unfolded and perhaps more 
information was becoming available to you? 

A Yeah. In terms of the mission changing, when the first 
attack had happened -- and, again, we had work to do, we needed to 
get people out of there, we needed to consider the possibility of 
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a hostage rescue and all that sort of stuffy but another big 
priority was what's going region wide^ and so the mission was 
always about those things all night long. 

Once we actually got the people back to Tripoli j then the 
Benghazi piece is -- that's done^ other than the possibility of 
finding the perpetrators^ which is a more longer term deal. So 
that's the only other change that would happen over the course of 
the night is once we knew the Ambassador had passed away and that 
we knew where his remains were^ the mission changed from a 
potential hostage rescue that night of him to recovering people^ 
recovering remains^ reinforcing the Embassy, you know, which was 
part of the mission all along. I hope that's helpful. 

Q Uh-huh. 

A And then - (REDACTED) We were still worried about what 
was potentially going to happen in the rest of the region. We 
could have stopped them at that point. 

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

Q And just to be clear, right, if the individuals had not 
been able to evacuate from Benghazi, which they obviously were, 
were the FAST teams being prepared to deploy such that if you 
found that they were stuck in Benghazi and that was the best 
available asset that you had, that the intention would have been 
to send a FAST team to Benghazi? 

A If that were the best available asset. If I were to 
speculate on what -- you know, again, this is all hypothetical. 


UNCLASSIFIED 



771 


UNCLASSIFIED 


144 


because it didn't work out that way^ but my recommendation 
probably would have been to send the CIF to Benghazi to pull them 
outj not the FAST team. 

Q If the CIF had been ready and available that night? 

A Right. And the CIF wasn't that far behind. I don't 

have the exact timeline in front of me when they all arrived in 
their locations, but the CIF is just -- again, the FAST team is a 
great bunch of guys, but they're a reinforcing, not a maneuver 
force, and the CIF is more of a maneuver -- it's very light -- but 
a maneuver force. That's who I would have picked. 

Q Got it. But if the FAST team was available and the CIF 
was delayed behind the FAST team -- 

A Sure. You could do that, but you got to make sure that 
the FAST team would have ground transportation to get from the 
airfield in Benghazi to the facility where our people were being 
holed up, which I think that could have happened. The local 
militias could have helped with that, but in the event, it wasn't 
required. But we could have done that, yes. 

Q Is it fair to say that the commanders on the ground 
would have been prepared for all contingencies? 

A They were preparing as best they could for all 
contingencies, yes. 

Q I'm sorry. Yes. So just to clarify, by that, you're 
talking with General Ham on the ground? 

A General Ham wasn't -- he was back here, but I 
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would -- I would say the SOCAF and the commander of the FAST 
platoon and the like were energetically working and AFRICOM 
headquarters in Stuttgart was energetically working tOj you know, 
what-if this thing. And I think events happened quickly enough 
that, you know, we discovered the Ambassador had actually passed 
away, (REDACTED) We discovered that they were actually going to 
be flying back, and that was going to happen. So those events 
were unfolding fairly quickly, so all of those contingencies 
didn't end up being necessary. 

BY MS. RAUCH: 

Q So going back to exhibit No. 2, which is the email we 
talked a lot about, it's the email chain -- 

A Okay. 

Q -- that you're on, the "Quick level set before we head 

into tomorrow AM SVTC". And if you -- noting on the first page, 
the last timestamp of the email chain that you're actually on 
is -- was 1:44 a.m. eastern daylight time. Are you seeing that? 

A Uh-huh. 

Q Which would have been 7:44 a.m. Eastern European time, 

which is Benghazi time. And as my colleague noted earlier, by 
this time, we know that all U.S. personnel had been evacuated to 
the Benghazi airport, and according to the DOD timeline, which was 
exhibit 1, the -- I'm sorry, it was exhibit -- I think it's 
exhibit 4, but I'd have to confirm that. 

Ms. Green . That's right. 
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Ms. Rauch . Is that connect? Thank you. 

BY MS. RAUCH: 

Q Acconding to the DOD timelinej the finst evacuation 
plane was headed to Tnipoli. Okay. So, fnom this document, this 
email chain that you'ne on, it appeans to me that you wene fully 
engaged thnoughout the attacks. Is that a connect statement? 

A I was fully engaged once I got out of my dinnen. 

Q Okay. 

A I didn't sleep much that night. I was staying in 

touch, monitoning as best I could what was going on. That 
includes spending a lot of time sitting in my chain waiting fon a 
nepont to come in, but, yeah, I was engaged. 

Q Wene you --so you wene up thnoughout the night on -- 

A Yeah. 

Q Okay. 

A I mean, I may have gotten 30 minutes at some point in 
thene, but I was pnetty much sleepless that night. 

Q Okay. Veny good. And it also appeans to me that 
sevenal high-nanking membens of the intenagency, which you noted 
in pnevious testimony today, you clanified some of who they wene, 
along with White House officials wene fully engaged on that night 
as well. In fact, that's who you wene pnobably going back and 
fonth with. Is that connect? 

A Yes. And if they'ne on SIPRNet, that means they'ne at 
wonk, you know. So, yeah, they'ne -- 
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Q (REDACTED) 

A (REDACTED) 

Q So you were nearly fully operational as you could be -- 
A I was probably more operational there than I would was 

at work. 


Q Okay. Very good. So I would like to draw your 
attention tOj let's see, it's page 3 of this email. And if you 
look at the second full paragraph down^ it notes that Secretary 
Clinton has reached out -- or has sent out a notice to each of the 
missions around the world. Is that correct? Do you see that? 

A Yep, I see it. 

Q Okay. And then, next, it says that 3ohn Allen, who at 
the time was the four-star ISAF Commander, and that's 
International Security Assistance Force, for the record. 

Commander, and he was at a heightened alert in Afghanistan. Is 
that correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. Okay. And directing your attention to the third 

and final paragraph on this page -- or sorry, the fourth paragraph 
on this page, it reads, quote: And on getting the videos in 
question taken down, I reached out to YouTube and asked them to 
take down two videos. 

A Okay. 

Q One that was not developed by Pastor lones, but which 

he is promoting, and another of him burning the prophet in effigy 
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that he did -- I'm sonny -- that he did film. 

Secnetany Panetta also neached out to Paston lones to ask him 
to pull down his video, noting that even if YouTube takes the 
video down, Paston Tones can put it up somewhene else. 

And that is the oniginal email that stanted this, which was 
at the time Deputy National Secunity Advison Denis McDonough, that 
was wnitten by Mn. McDonough. So I just want to confinm, once 
again, to say that it's a -- was a -- would it be connect to say 
that the YouTube video was a veny neal concenn on the night of the 
attacks? 

A Yes . 

Ms. Rauch . I'd like to hand you what I'm manking as 
exhibit -- 

Adminal Winnefeld . I mean, on the night of the attacks, it 
was obviously a concenn hene. And as I think I alluded to 
eanlien, we wene panticulanly wonnied about --on the DOD 
side -- about Afghanistan, because we'd had issues thene in the 
past with pastons banning Konans and even soldiens inadventently 
putting Konans in bunn pits that had been confiscated fnom 
pnisonens and that. So it was mone volatile in Afghanistan, and 
we had mone tnoops at nisk in Afghanistan, so that's why you see 
lohn Allen popping up in thene. 

Ms. Rauch . So I'm going to hand you exhibit -- I'm going to 
get you exhibit 7, which is going to addness what you just bnought 
up, actually. 
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[Winnefeld Exhibit No. 7 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. RAUCH: 

Q And so this is an article that was published by A1 
iazeera, the Qatar-based news outlet. It's dated 15 September 
2012j and the first few paragraphs readj quote: "The Taliban have 
claimed responsibility for a deadly attack on the military post in 
southern Afghanistan where Britain's Prince Harry is based. 
Friday's attack at Camp Bastion in Helmand Province left two U.S. 
soldiers dead and some others wounded^ U.S. officials said." 

It goes on to read, quote: "The Taliban said it was in 
response to the anti-Islamic video that has sparked a wave of 
ongoing protests. A1 lazeera's Afghanistan corespondent Bernard 
Smith reported from Kabul. Camp Bastion is a British airbase and 
is adjacent to Camp Leatherneck, the main base for the U.S. Marine 
Corps in Helmand. A defense official in Washington said that the 
two dead were U.S. marines, speaking on condition of anonymity, 
while other U.S. official described the attack as complex, meaning 
it was a coordinated strike using several weapons." 

And I'm sure you recall this attack. 

A Yes. I'm sorry. Yes, I do. 

Q And 11 people were killed, including two U.S. marines, 
six AV-8B Harrier jets were destroyed, and the total damage was 
estimated at more than $200 million. The Marine Corps Times call 
it worst loss of aircraft in a single day since the Vietnam era. 
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So I just point this out because it seems that the 
anti-Islamic film was a very real concern for the military. 

A Yes, it was, particularly in Afghanistan. 

Q And you were noting this earlier, you were concerned 

that you have mentioned the Koran burning, and as I recall, 
several people died in that as well, not Americans, but -- 

A Right. 

Q -- several Afghanis died after rioting and protests 

after that. 

I just want to follow up, we were talking earlier about 
the --my colleagues were talking about the defense attache on the 
ground in Libya on the night of the attacks. He did testify --he 
testified before Congress on the issue of the attacks in Benghazi 
that the Libyan Government had approved the flights and that he 
had communicated that fact to the deputy chief of mission in 
Tripoli. And he said, quote: We had a green light from the 
government of Libya to bring it in. It was just a question of 
when we were going to know the specific information that goes into 
a standard flight clearance request. 

And in his testimony before SASC on February 7th, 2013, 
General Dempsey stated that, even if the U.S. had not received a 
country clearance, he would have acted. And he said, quote: I 
want to assure you that had we been able to -- there's a whole 
bunch of speculation about we were risk-adverse; we needed the 
country's permission to come in. If we had been able to get there 
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with anything, we'd have gone in there under the command of the 
commanders -- of the Commander of the U.S. Africa Command. 

And you've already addressed this, but I just want to clarify 
again. Does the statement from General Dempsey depict the 
sentiment of the Department of Defense on the night of the 
attacks? 

A Yes . 

Q Everyone was determined? 

A Absolutely. And, again, just to reiterate, we asked 
permission pro forma to keep our good relations with the Libyans, 
but we wouldn't hesitate to fly in there without permission if it 
came down to saving American lives. 

Q Okay. And I apologize for asking you to repeat 
yourself yet again, but I just want that clarified. It's become 
very important. 

A Sure. 

Q And then all of these questions and theories over the 

years that there were more resources that weren't sent to Benghazi 
on the night of the attacks seem to imply that you and other 
officials within the military or the interagency had resources at 
your disposal that you chose not to send. Was that correct or 
true at all? 

A I don't know of any resources that we had at our 
disposal that we chose not to send other than the close-air 
support, which we felt was not viable. 
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Q Okay. And we've discussed that twice already today. 

A Right. 

Q My colleagues in the last hour brought up, they 
mentioned the SST, and you spoke about it. 3ust a quick question 
regarding that. Although the State Department did not request a 
third extension of the SST beyond August 2012 -- 

A Right. 

Q -- did anyone at Embassy Tripoli ever contact you to 
indicate they did not support the withdrawal of the SST at that 
time for security reasons? 

A No, I was not contacted by anybody. 

Q We're almost done, sir, I promise. And we're just 

trying to be judicious here, that's why we're taking the time to 
converse. My colleague had a couple of followup questions, and I 
want to give him that opportunity. 

A Sure. 

Q And then I want to just go through the GIF timeline 

with you, and then I think we'll be wrapped up. 

A Okay. Sure. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q And, again, sir, thank you. In the last -- or in an 
earlier round today, I believe I had written in my notes that you 
had said at one point in response to a question from the chairman 
that you viewed that the Libyan central government was incapable 
of responding to the attacks. And I'd just like to ask, you know. 
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with the benefit of hindsight j it's obviously easy for us to make 
similar assessments^ although at times you had also acknowledged, 
for instance, that the Libyans had arranged for a C-130 to help 
with the evacuation of Americans that were based in Benghazi at 
the time. 

My question to you on this point, sir, is, would it have been 
unreasonable for Embassy officers at Embassy Tripoli or anyone in 
the Department of State, to include the Secretary, on the night of 
the attacks to have asked the Libyan government for emergency 
support in Benghazi? 

A They could have asked the Libyan Government for 
support. I don't know if they did or not. If they had, I think 
the Libyan Government response would be: We don't have a lot of 
control on the ground in Benghazi, but we'll do what we can. 

I don't -- but I don't know if that request was ever made. I 
just don't. It could have been. 

Q Okay. And, today, you've been asked a lot of questions 
about the location and the movements of specific assets, specific 
airframes. Of course, we're now nearly 3-1/2 years removed from 
the events in question. If the committee were to have specific 
questions about specific airframes, specific assets, and where and 
when those particular assets move, where would be the best place 
to look? For instance, would the Department of Defense force 
laydown be a good place or one of the better places to look for 
that information? 
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A I think there are three places you could probably lookj 
and I'll probably not be making many friends when I say thiSj but 
Transportation Command for the assets that they had that might 
have been flowing through theater; U.S. Air Forces Europe, USAFE, 
for the assets that they had in theater; and then SACEUR for the 
assets that they controlled in theater. 

And I think it would be important to understand not only 
where airplanes were, but whether those airplanes were healthy or 
not, because airplanes are -- you know, there's a 
full-mission-capable array, a mission-capable array, that sort of 
thing, to make sure that we just don't count assets, that we count 
flyable assets as well. Those are the three areas I would pursue. 

Q And to the extent that crew rest has been discussed as 
one possible reason why --to the extent that that had been 
discussed, you'd indicated that there are a series of regulations 
particular within the Air Force that govern crew rest. And just 
to the best of your ability, can you explain for us why those 
regulations exist with respect to crew rest? 

A Yeah. The regulations for crew rest exist so that we 
don't have tired, exhausted air crews flying complex machinery 
when they're tired. The accident rates increase as you get less 
sleep, and I think there are probably almost actuarial statistics 
that show that within various safety centers within the Army, 

Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps. And based on those statistics, 
judgment, what have you, they've established a number of crew rest 
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rules over the years that govern the requirements for pilots who 
are flying in airplanes. Airlines have the same thing. And 
believe it or notj the Navy's actually adopted a lot of that for 
its crew. When I was a young Navy pilot, there were no crew rest 
rules for me. I could -- you know, I was tasked to do whatever I 
wanted to do. And if we were in a high-tempo environment, it was, 
whoever has been in bed the longest, wake them up and put them in 
the air. Nowadays, we actually have stronger rules than that. 

Q Is it fair to say, then, that those regulations, crew 
rest regulations, are designed not only to protect the safety of 
the pilot and copilot, the air crew, but the passengers as well? 

A And the plane, yes. All of those, all of the above. 

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

Q I know sometimes some folks over here hear the word 
"regulation" and then we think that it's not a necessary or 
important thing, right, that we, or some, worry that it's just 
sort of a check-the-box requirement that isn't important. Can you 
just sort of speak to that for us? For example, if a commander in 
the field says that his team still needs the crew rest even in an 
emergency, would that likely be an actual, like, real thing, or 
are we just talking about sort of -- 

A These are rules that are written in blood. People have 
crashed airplanes because they were tired. And so we tend to take 
them very, very seriously, but we will always leave a waiver 
loophole in there for an in-extremis situation, which is what Phil 
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Breedlove used. I think he was confident that he had a big enough 
pool of C-130 pilots; he could probably grab some people who 
were -- whOj even though they weren't formally placed in what they 
call crew restj they had probably been in bed for a while and were 
probably safe to fly. 

And I also believe that air crews who are accustomed to 
having -- who live under crew rest rules are particularly alert 
when they're waived j that they have to be extra careful j extra 
prudent, more deliberate in how they, you know, do checklists and 
things like that. 

And, again, I don't know where the crew rest waiver was on 
the SACEUR side, but those rules are written in blood. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q On the crew rest piece, you've indicated that you had 
found out that information at some point later than the events in 
question . 

A The SACEUR one? 

Q The SACEUR for the CIF. Do you recall hearing on the 
night of the requests -- or on the night of the attacks that a 
request was made to waive the crew rest regulations for that 
particular team, that that had been elevated within the Department 
and had not been approved? 

A No. I was not aware of any request by anybody to waive 
that for the CIF. My recollection subsequent was that the SACEUR 
Commander had put them in crew rest. I don't know what his 
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decision calculus waSj whether he was thinkingj "I can put these 
people in some crew nest and they'll still make - (REDACTED) 
timeline plays outj and they're on the ground/' and that was his 
thinkingj or whether he just said, "Look, I got some really tired 
air crews here, and I'm not going to -- you know, they're not 
going to be safe flying in the middle of the night after they've 
already been flying." I don't know what his calculus was. 

Q Okay. But when you say your understanding is that he 
put them into crew rest, that was at some point prior to the 
attacks? 

A No, no. No. It was -- there's a -- crew rest is sort 
of a formal term. They could have been done with their flights 
and, you know, gone home or to their -- wherever they were 
staying, but the crew rest term is, okay, as of now, here's 
the -- the clock has started, and you can't do anything until you 
actually show up for your brief for X number of hours, even if you 
had been sleeping for 4 hours prior. You know, and I don't know 
that -- I don't know the answer to this, but I don't think you can 
sort of retroactive crew rest. In other words, if it's midnight, 
and you know somebody went to bed at 8 o'clock, just because you 
saw him go to bed, and then you need him, I don't think you can't 
say: Well, I saw that person go to bed at 8 o'clock; therefore, 
we're going to start their crew rest as starting at 8 o'clock. 

You have to sort of start right when you say start. So I hope 
that helps answer the question. 
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BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

Q But if you knew the person had gotten sufficient sleep^ 
you could waive the crew rest for them? 

A Yeah. You could waive the crew rest even if they 
hadn't gotten sufficient sleep^ depending on who the authority is. 
And I don't know who the authority was for those SACEUR aircraft 
to waive that. I don't -- 
BY MR. KENNY: 

Q But it is at some point below you. Is that -- 

A Ohj yeah. It's definitely below. I would -- the 
Chairman and the Vice Chairman would never be in the crew rest 
waiver chain. It would be strictly within the service or SOCOM 
chain. I mean, I suppose the Secretary could say: You know, damn 
it, overrule that, but -- 

Q If it came to his attention? 

A And I don't recall -- there was no waiver ever even 
requested that I'm aware of that would have been addressed, much 
less turned down, on the CIF crew rest piece. 

Ms. Rauch . Almost finished. 

Admiral Winnefeld . Okay. 

Ms. Rauch . So I'm going to hand out now two exhibits, and 
it's going to be 8 and 9. 

[Winnefeld Exhibit Nos. 8 and 9 
Was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. RAUCH: 
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Q I'm giving these to you. Take as much time as you need 
to have a look at them if you'd like, but they're really just a 
reference material to go through the timeline that I'm actually 
going to walk through with you. We've discussed the CIF a lot 
today, it's been discussed a lot in our investigation, and so I'd 
like to take this opportunity to walk through the actual timeline 
of the CIF with you. And I'll be using these documents along with 
the DOD timeline that we introduced earlier, and that's where 
we're drawing this information from. 

So exhibit 8 is -- this is the Department of Defense's 
response to questions that the Select Committee on Benghazi posed 
to them, and it's dated 24 luly 2015. And exhibit 9 is an 
after-action report compiled by the (REDACTED) operators who were 
in Benghazi on the night of the attacks and were part of Team 
Tripoli, the response, the rescue, the Quick Reaction Force rescue 
response to Benghazi. 

A Okay. 

Q Okay. And you might get a copy from Bill after this, 
because you might enjoy reading this, actually -- 

A Okay. 

Q -- just on your own time if you'd like. But, again, 

take as much time as you need right now to have a look at these 
documents, and let me know when you're ready. 

A It might be quicker for you to just point to me. 

Q Why don't I -- I'm happy to do that. Actually, most of 
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it is on the first page of both of them. And I just want these 
here because in case there's anything in question, we can look at 
them and you can see where I derive these timelines -- these times 
from. 

A Okay. 

Q And so, again, walking through the GIF timeline on the 
night of the attacks, I'd like to start out by noting that these 
times that I'm going to be saying are in local Benghazi time, so 
Eastern European time. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q And we've already, my colleagues established that the 

GIF operates (REDAGTED) 

A Okay. 

Q Okay. And our various investigations have determined 

that the attack began at appropriately 9:42 p.m. at the Temporary 
Mission Facility in Benghazi. At 2:39 a.m., we know a VOGO was 
issued by the Secretary of Defense, which mobilized the GIF. At 
approximately 2 a.m., a seven-person Quick Reaction Force, 
(REDAGTED) arrived in Benghazi from Tripoli. And we know -- and 
take your time, as much time as you need. 

A Were there seven -- seven special operators that 
arrived in -- 

Q (REDAGTED) 

A Yeah. 

Q -- along with, I think it was five -- or four GRS plus 
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a linguist. 

A Okay. (REDACTED) 

Q Correct. 

A Okay. 

Q Correct. 

A Okay. 

Q And so looking at the timelinej we know that by this 
time, that all the Americans have been evacuated from the 
Temporary Mission Facility to the CIA Annex. 

A Right. 

Q And at this time, the Ambassador had been reported 
missing. At some point thereafter, we know that the CIF -- the 
N-hour for the CIF was established at 5 a.m. And I think you 
testified earlier that that likely would have been done by the 
DDO? 

A Probably. 

Q Okay. So we also know from this timeline that 
somewhere between 2 and 4:30 a.m.. Team Tripoli received word that 
the Benghazi -- at the Benghazi airport that the Ambassador was 
deceased. And that's actually on the front page, and I can point 
that out to you on the after-action report. 

A Okay. 

Q The exhibit 9. 

A That's between 2 and 4 a.m.? 

Q Between 2 and 4:30 a.m., they received word and -- 
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A That's Benghazi time? 

Q Connect. These ane all in Benghazi time. 

A Okay. 

Q And if you -- again, that's on the -- 

A Okay. 

Q -- finst page of this document. 

A Okay. 

Q And -- I beg youn pandon. It might be on the second 
page. No. It is on the finst page, fon clanity. 

So, at appnoximately 5:15 a.m., which is 15 minutes aften the 
N-houn was established fon the CIF, thene's a montan stnike on the 
Annex, and soon aften, it's detenmined that thene would be a full 
evacuation fnom Benghazi. 

Okay. At 6:30 a.m., we know fnom the DOD timeline that all 
Amenicans depant the Annex fon the Benghazi ainpont fon 
evacuation. We also know that fnom the aften-action nepont. So, 
at this point, the N-houn fon the CIF is N+2.5 houns. 

At 7:37 a.m., the finst evacuation flight leaves Benghazi, 
and that's the -- I've heand it was a Lean and I've heand it was a 
King Ain. I haven't detenmined which one it is, but both have 
been neponted, but it's a jet and it's a small jet, but I think 
they cannied about 17 people, as many as they could get on. So 
that finst flight left at 7:37 a.m. 

And then, at 7:41 a.m., an ex ond is issued sending the CIF 
to an ISB, the intenmediate staging base in Sigonella, and that's 
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in our DOD response timeline. 

A Okay. 

Q At 10:07 a.m.j the second and final evacuating flight 

leaves Benghazi airport with the Ambassador's body. All Americans 
have now been evacuated from Benghazi. And that is the GIF 
N-hourj N+5. 

A Okay. 

Q SOj in walking through this timeline step by step^ and 

I know I went through it very quickly^ just being cognizant of 
your timOj I think we have just determined that everyone was off 
the ground in Benghazi (REDACTED) And I think we also determined 
that had the N-hour been established at the same time as the VOCO 
rather than later^ which we've discussed j so that would have been 
at 2:39, hypothetically, the decision to fully evacuate Benghazi 
with the Tripoli QRF, which is the DOD-led response entity. Team 
Tripoli, would have occurred and the first evacuation flight would 
have already departed, and that would have been at N+5. So that's 
even if the -- if the VOCO would have been established -- I 
apologize -- if the N-hour would have been established at the same 
time as the Secretary of Defense VOCO. 

I just take this time to walk through all this, because I 
think this all gets lost pretty often. Do you have any questions 
about that timeline, or do you agree, or do you think there's any 
issues with that timeline? 

A No. I think what you're trying to say is this 
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happened; the people left Benghazi inside that timeline. And we 
still take the lessons learned within DOD on alert times and all 
that sort of stuff, but I understand what you're saying. 

Q So the reason why I took the time to walk through this 
is because, again, we've discussed it a lot today and in previous 
interviews, and sometimes I think it's lost that, you know, there 
was a military response; it was a DOD-led Team Tripoli. 

Again, if you read the after-action report, it's pretty 
thorough in explaining how they got -- were able to commandeer 
that jet, of course, (REDACTED) but it was a pretty quick 
response. It was actually quite amazing, and I think they saved a 
lot of lives. Would you agree with that statement? 

A Yes . 

Q And I think it's, you know, important to note 
that -- well, let me ask it in a question. The United States 
military is pretty good at responding quickly to things in terms 
of changing missions. Is that a fair statement to say? 

A I would agree. 

Q And that's part of how you operate. Is that correct? 

A Absolutely. 

Q Did that occur on the night of the attacks? 

A I think we were fairly agile, if I relay it through 

what USAFE did, through what FAST platoon carried through, 
(REDACTED) even though they didn't make their timeline, you know, 
there was a lot of scrambling and agility in the middle of the 
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night. Again j we always wish we could do things faster and 
better j there's no question about itj but I think people were 

working as hard as they could to get things done. 

Q And, in fact, in terms of doing things faster and 

better, you've already acknowledged, I think at least twice today, 
I think maybe three times, about lessons learned and how you 
specifically have made changes, one being, for example, the force 
laydown where now you know exactly where all your forces are 
postured . 

A Uh-huh. 

Q And so if this were to happen now, you could look up 
and know exactly where everything was. 

A Yes . 

Q And there have been other lessons learned. Is that 
correct? 

A Yes . 

Q And then do you -- well. I'll stop there. 

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

Q So one more question before, and then we're going to 
just ask you, I think, this sort of set of questions we ask 
everybody. 

I know you're now retired. I know it's been a lot of years 
since the attacks, and there were a lot of lessons learned -- 

A Uh-huh. 

Q -- and a lot of changes made at Department of Defense. 
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As we are seeking to hopefully wrap this thing up sometime in the 
future^ I'd say near future^ but I'm not sure that's realistiCj do 
you have any recommendations to uSj you knowj improvements that 
either Congress can help make or that you think DOD still needs to 
make that we should consider? 

A In terms of things that are left undone? 

Q Yeah. 

A I'd have to scan my mind for what lessons were actually 
out there, one being that we did not have a good posture in Europe 
and Africa to start with. I think we've corrected that as well as 
we can within the budget limitations that we have, with a certain 
sacrifice towards training and that sort of thing, so I think 
that's done. 

I think we have corrected the issue of matching our airlift 
alert times to our reaction force alert times. 

I don't know how well we've done in terms of visibility over 
where everybody's stuff is, (REDACTED) I believe we've done that 
with State Department and any other ancillary facilities they 
might have. 

I believe that --my number one takeaway from this whole 
event was risk assessment and making sure that people don't get 
maybe carried away a little bit with the mission and lose sight of 
the risk associated with traveling to a far flung location with 
minimal security in a very dangerous place at a very dangerous 
time . 
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I think that's what we saw happen that night. As highly as I 
regard Ambassador Stevens as a very accomplished diplomat who made 
the ultimate sacrifice for our country^ I do ask myself about his 
risk assessment that night. I think we've all benefited from that 
lesson, and I think State Department has a pretty sober 
recalibrated view of that sort of thing. 

And then we can always -- as I've said several times, we can 
do things faster and better. And I think all along, the loint 
Staff, the COCOMs have learned a lot about rapid transmission of 
orders and all the other things that I've talked about. So I 
think we've captured all of those. 

I don't know of anything that Congress could help us with 
other than perhaps coming to some kind of terms on the Budget 
Control Act so that we can restore our readiness and perhaps flesh 
out our forces the way they ought to be configured so that we can 
do the kinds of things we need to do in Europe without sacrificing 
on capability and other places in the world. But I think we've 
done the right thing in establishing a much greater alert posture 
in this new normal we've called it, both with more Marine security 
attachments, with larger Marine security attachments in some 
places, with Marine Special MAGTF, that's in -- Special 
maritime -- Marine Air-Ground Task Force, in Moron, Spain; also 
one we've developed in the Arabian Gulf. So I think we've done 
that, but it has come at a cost of our ability to do operations 
elsewhere . 


UNCLASSIFIED 



795 


Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Thank you. 

Admiral Winnefeld . That's a long answer. I apologize j 
but -- 

Ms. Rauch . Thank you. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. It is helpful. 

Ms. Rauch . Very helpful. 

BY MS. RAUCH: 

Q So I'm going to ask you about a series of allegations 
that have been made regarding the attacks in Benghazi^ and I'm 
just asking if you have firsthand knowledge or evidence for any of 
these. If you don't, we'll just move on to the next one. There 
are quite a few. I apologize, it'll take a few minutes. 

A Okay. 

Q But, again, if you have firsthand knowledge or 

evidence . 

A Okay. 

Q It has been alleged that Secretary of State Clinton 

intentionally blocked military action on the night of the attacks. 
One Congressman has speculated that Secretary Clinton told Leon 
Panetta to stand down, and this resulted in the Defense Department 
not sending more assets to help in Benghazi. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton 
ordered Secretary of Defense Panetta to stand down on the night of 
the attacks? 

A No. 
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Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State 
Clinton issued any kind of order to Secretary of Defense Panetta 
on the night of the attacks? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton personally 

signed an April 2012 cable denying security to Libya. The 
Washington Post Fact Checker evaluated this claim and gave it four 
Pinocchios, its highest award for false claims. 

Do you any evidence that Secretary Clinton personally signed 
an April 2012 cable denying security resources to Libya? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton was 

personally involved in providing specific instruction on 
day-to-day security resources in Benghazi? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton 

misrepresented or fabricated intelligence on the risks posed by 
Qadhafi to his own people in order to garner support for military 
operations in Libya in spring 2011. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton 
misrepresented or fabricated intelligence on the risks posed by 
Qadhafi to his own people in order to garner support for military 
operations in Libya in spring 2011? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the U.S. Mission in Benghazi 


UNCLASSIFIED 



797 


UNCLASSIFIED 


170 


included tnansfenning weapons to Syrian rebels or to other 
countries. A bipartisan report issued by the House Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence found that, quote, "the CIA was 
not collecting and shipping arms from Libya to Syria," end quote, 
and that they found no support for this allegation. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the House Intelligence 
Committee's bipartisan report finding that CIA was not shipping 
arms from Libya to Syria? 

A No. 
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Q Do you have any evidence that the U.S. facilities in 
Benghazi were being used to facilitate weapons transfers from 
Libya to Syria or to any other foreign country? 

A No. 

Q A team of CIA security personnel was temporarily 

delayed from departing the Annex to assist the Special Mission 
Compound, and there have been a number of allegations about the 
cause of and the appropriateness of that delay. The House 
Intelligence Committee issued a bipartisan report concluding that 
the team was not ordered to stand down, but instead there were 
tactical disagreements on the ground over how quickly to depart. 

Do you have any evidence that would contradict the House 
Intelligence Committee's finding that there was no stand-down 
order to CIA personnel? 

A No. 

Q Putting aside whether you personally agree with the 

decision to delay temporarily or think it was the right decision, 
do you have any evidence that there was a bad or improper decision 
behind the temporary delay of the CIA's security personnel who 
departed the Annex to assist the Special Mission Compound? 

A No. 

Q A concern has been raised by one individual that in the 
course of producing documents to the Accountability Review Board, 
damaging documents may have been removed or scrubbed out of that 
production. 
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Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials that 
were provided to the ARB? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State 

Department directed anyone else at the State Department to remove 
or scrub damaging documents from the materials that were provided 
to the ARB? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State 

Department removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the 
materials that were provided to Congress? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that CIA Deputy Director Michael 

Morell altered unclassified talking points about the Benghazi 
attacks for political reasons and that he misrepresented his 
actions when he told Congress that the CIA, quote, "faithfully 
performed our duties in accordance with the highest standards of 
objectivity and nonpartisanship," end quote. 

Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Michael 
Morell gave false or intentionally misleading testimony to 
Congress about the Benghazi talking points? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director 

Morell altered the talking points provided to Congress for 
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political reasons? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that Ambassador Susan Rice made 
intentional misrepresentation when she spoke on the Sunday talk 
shows about the Benghazi attacks. 

Do you have any evidence that Ambassador Rice intentionally 
misrepresented facts about the Benghazi attacks on the Sunday talk 
shows? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the President of the United 
States was virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief on the night of 
the attacks and that he was missing in action. 

Do you have any evidence to support the allegation that the 
President was virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief or missing in 
action on the night of the attacks? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that a team of four military 

personnel at Embassy Tripoli on the night of the attacks^ who were 
considering flying on the second plane to Benghazi^ were order by 
their superiors tOj quote^ "stand down/' meaning cease all 
operations. Military officials have stated that those four 
individuals were instead ordered to remain in place in Tripoli to 
provide security and medical assistance in their current location. 

A Republican staff report issued by the House Armed Services 
Committee found that, quote, "There was no stand-down order issued 
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to U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight 
in Benghazi/' end quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the conclusion of the 
House Armed Services Committee that there was no stand-down order 
issued to U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join 
the fight in Benghazi? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the military failed to deploy 
assets on the night of the attacks that would have saved lives. 
Howeverj former Republican Congressman Howard "Buck" McKeon^ the 
former chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, conducted a 
review of the attacks, after which he stated, quote, "Given where 
the troops were, how quickly the thing all happened, and how 
quickly it dissipated, we probably couldn't have done more than we 
did," end quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict Congressman McKeon's 
conclusion? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the Pentagon had military 
assets available to them on the night of the attacks that could 
have saved lives but that the Pentagon leadership intentionally 
decided not to deploy? 

A No. 

Q Okay. That wraps that up. Thank you so much. 

A Okay. 
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Q Thank you fon your incredible service to this Nationj 
which is obviously long and distinguished. And we appreciate you 
being here today. 

A Thank you. 

Mr. Tolar. Sir^ I've got 6-1/2 minutes at the most. 

A Okay. 

Mr. Tolar. Meaty stuff. 

BY MR. TOLAR: 

Q Would Admiral Tidd have an appreciation (REDACTED) 

A I wouldn't want to speak for him. He would have 

potentially a recollection of why that happened since he was the 
13. 

Q Check. 

Tail numbers for aircraft required in order to receive 
country clearance, do you to have them in advance or can you say, 
"I'll get back with you"? Do you know? 

A It probably depends on the country and the urgency, but 
I don't know a positive answer to that. I don't know whether a 
generic C-130 coming in -- 

Q Check. 

A -- or tail number required coming in. Some countries 
probably require the tail number. 

Q Recognizing that this may be in the weeds, but 

apparently the C-130S in Ramstein were all slicks, to include 

those utilized by the CIF. As such, they can't refuel in the air. 
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A Uh-huh. 

Q Do you know if that was contemplated in terms of the 
response and the planning and all that kind of stuff? 

A I don't know whether that was contemplated or not. I 

think the C-130 had more than enough range to get there and back. 

Q Which ones? 

A Any C-130. I think they were 3 models^ probably^ 

or -- nOj no. The USAFE ones were 3 models. The CIF ones were 
probably MC-130. 

I don't know if they had enough legs to go there without 
being refueled on the ground in Libya, but I'm sure they could get 
there from Ramstein. 

Q Okay. Well, I guess the point was, they'd have to get 

from Ramstein to pick up the packs. 

A Right. 

Q And then from there, they'd have to get -- 

A Right. So they could -- Ramstein to Rota, refuel in 

Rota . 

Q Check. 

A And then it's 3 hours and 40 minutes, I guess, from 
Ramstein to Rota, something like that. I don't know. I think 
it's, what, a couple hours from Rota into Tripoli? 

Q And then they could get back -- 

A And then they could get back without refueling. 

Q You made some comment earlier, and I apologize if I'm 
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misquoting you henOj but it was something to the effect sometimes 
perhaps AFRICOM didn't have an appreciation for what Special Ops 
Command might be doing. Would he know if they're operating 
aircraft in his AOR? 

A I think the AFRICOM commander probably would know if 
they were operating aircraft in his AOR. 

Q Okay. 

A Nowj there might be some program that SOCOM has, but 
they would generally at least inform the AFRICOM special 
operations component -- 

Q Sure. 

A -- that they were passing through there. 

Q So surely at least those guys are tracking that? 

A Yeah. 

Q Okay. Do you know what a U-28 is? 

A Yeah. 

Q What -- 

A It's a twin-engine prop, right? 

Q I was curious. 

A Yeah. 

Q Did DOD contemplate reaching out to partner nations to 
help support in any way in response? 

A It may have happened, but I'm not aware of it 
happening. And I believe the reason for that is that we felt that 
in the timeline of circumstances, that nobody could do anything 
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fasten than we could. 

Q If someone was going to reach outj who would have done 
that at what -- 

A From DOD? 

Q YeSj sir. 

A It would have probably been the -- from the 
Undersecretary of Defense for Policy's office. 

Q Check. 

A It could be from the 35 on the Joint Staff as well. 

Q You talked about the change you implemented with regard 
to tracking assets. Did you implement any other changes that are 
still in effect today? 

A In terms of my personal implementation? 

Q Yes, sir. 

A I think I was a -- I was one of several advocates very 
quickly after the fact of synching up our airlift alert posture 
with our response force posture. I wouldn't claim credit for 
that, but I did insist that we have that laydown of response 
capability and timeline, force type, you know, the whole thing. 
It's actually -- I don't know if you have a copy of it, but it's a 
very good one snapshot that's all laydown of what our response 
capability is on any given day. 

Q How much are -- let's see. And then -- Bill, is that 
the new normal slide? 

Mr. Hudson . It is. And I think you've also seen the force 
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laydown slide that the loint Staff prepared. I think that's what 
you're talking about. 

Admiral Winnefeld . The force laydown slide that the loint 
Staff repaired was the day of. 

Q Right. 

A I'm talking about a slide that is produced every night 

by the DDO and his staff that shows what all the response forces 
are in all the theaters and what their response times are. And 
it's a pretty healthy mix and it's a good process. 

Nowj I left 6 months agOj that could have changed. 

Q Sure. 

A Seven months ago. But it was something that I looked 
at every morning. 

Q Real quick. The drones, you had two Predators in play. 
Were you tracking -- could you see their feed? 

A I did not have their feed at home or in my office. 

Q Do you know if you all considered arming the second 

drone? 

A I don't believe that we could have, (REDACTED) 

Q Okay. 

A So I don't even know if we had the weapons in theater. 

Q Sure. Drone are flown. Do you know where the pilots 
were located for the drone? 

A (REDACTED) 

Mr. Hudson . And for the record, we're trying to find those 
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pilots, and I think I indicated that, and so we'll have an answer 
for you this week. 

A There's 10 different places they could be flown. 

Q Sure. Okay. 

And the 33, can they monitor the feed from the drone, do you 

know? 

A They -- not all drone -- 

Q Check. 

A -- but some drone they can monitor. And I believe they 
may have been able to monitor the feed that night down in the 
National Military Command Center as the feed came in. 

Q Check. 

And you mentioned that -- weighing risk and things of that 
nature. What made you say -- I mean, is it just Monday morning 
quarterbacking -- the Ambassador's decision to do what he did, or 
could you talk about that any more? 

A Well, I think it's just a very difficult thing to talk 

about, because here you have a great American diplomat who paid 
the ultimate sacrifice, and it's hard to be critical of somebody 
who's doing the very best he can in a very difficult job, and he's 
excited about the job and he wants to really move the ball down 
the field. 

But, you know, again, maybe it's just 20/20 hindsight, but 
that was a very dangerous place to be without a lot of security at 
a very dangerous time. And it's just tough to imagine not having 


UNCLASSIFIED 



808 


UNCLASSIFIED 


181 


more security or maybe not spending the nighty maybe just going in 
the daytime. I don't want to second-guess him -- 

Q I understand. 

A -- but that was a risky place to be. 

Q Last one. Tripoli Tuly^ Tune^ Duly, whateverj of 2014^ 
we've reopened -- we're back in the Embassy, the Ambassador's 
there. Do you recall if DOD ever proactively offered additional 
assets, support, whatever, and it was not accepted? 

A I don't have any specific recollection of that. I 
believe that, knowing the two different AFRICOM commanders that I 
worked with when I was the vice chairman, both of them would have 
been forward leaning and essentially saying to the Ambassador: 

The answer's yes. Now, what's the question? You know, how can we 
support you? We'd be delighted to provide more support. Again, 
for two reasons. One, not only to enhance the security of the 
Embassy, but also to further DOD engagement on the ground with the 
Libyan military in a positive way. 

I don't know whether that was offered and turned down or 
whether it was just an open ended, tell us what you need and you 
get it. I think there's a subtle difference there that's 
important . 

Q Sure. Thank you again for your time. Appreciate your 
service. 

A Thank you. 

Mr. Tolar. We're done? Thank you all. 
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Admiral Winnefeld . Okay. Good luck with the nest of your 

work . 

Mr. Tolar. Thank you. 

[Whereupon, at 3:56 p.m., the interview was concluded.] 
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EXHIBIT 1 

STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 


Cc: 


Subject: 


Bash, Jeremy CIV 

Tuesday, September 11, 2012 7:22 PM 


Sullivan, Jacob J <SullivanJJ@state.gov>; Sherman, Wendy R 
<ShermanWR@state.gov>; Nides, Thomas R <NidesTR@state.gov>; Mills, 
Cheryl D <MillsCD@state.gov> 

Miller, James HO N OSD POLICY Winnefeld, James A 

JCS VCJCS John LtGen SD 

; martin.dempse>j 

RE: Libya 


Roger 


Original Message 

From; Sullivan, Jacob J f mailto:SuIlivanJJ@state.govi 
Sent: Tuesd^, September 11, 2012 7;21 PM 

To: Bash, Jereit^ CIV SD; Sherman, Wendy R; Nides, Thomas R; Mills, 

Cheryl D 

Cc: MiUer, James HON OSD POLICY; Winnefeld, James A ADM JCS VCJCS; 
Kelly, John LtGen SD; martin. dempsw| 

Subjea: RE: Libya 


Thanks Jeremy. + Cheiyl. 


We are joining a SVTC with NSS colleagues at 730pm - believe your team 
will be on as well. We should work through this issiK in tliat venue. 


From: Bash, Jeremy CIV SD linailto | 

Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2012 7:19 PM 
To: Sullivan, Jacob J; Sliennan, Wendy R; Nides. Thomas R 
Cc: Miller, James HON OSD POLICY; Winnefeld. Ja mes A ADM JCS VCJCS; 
Kelly, John LtGen SD; martindemps 
Subject; Libya 


State colleagues: 

I just tried you on the phone but you were all in with S. 

After consulting with General Dempsey, General Ham and the Joint Staff, 
we liave identified the forces tliat could move toHenglrazi. They are 
spinning up as we speak. Hiey include a SOF clement that was in Croatia 
(which can fly to Suda Bay, Crete), and a Marine FAST team out of Roda, 
Spain. 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 





811 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


Assuming Principals agree to dqjloy these elements, we will ask Slate to 
secure the aR>rovaI from host nation. Please advise how you wish to 
convey that approval to us. Bums/Nides/Sherman to Miller/Wiimefeld 
would be nxy recommended course. 



STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 
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C05562167 



Aircrews are on the ramp at Ramstein. Two C-130S will move to Rota then Tripoli. One 
departs at 0600Z, the other at 0700Z. 3+40 transit time to Rota, 1 hour load time. 
Estimated arrival at Tripoli is 1300Z. We now have country clearances for Spain and Libya. 
Working to expedite movement (for example, faster load time than one hour), but not sure we 
can go faster now that aircrews are on the ramp. 

My best, 

Sandy 

Original Message 

From: Rhodes, Benjamin D. [mailto:| 

.Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2012 1:20 AM 
To: Winnefeld, 3ames A Dr ADM USN (US); M cDonough, 

'SullivanDJ@state.gov’ 

^^^^^^^^^^^^lyiken^ron^^^let^y . Bashj 
Subject: Re: Quick level set before we head into tomorrow AM SVTC 

Thanks. Will also take your guidance on how we shoud (or should not) discuss publicly 
Original Message 

From: Winnefeld, James A Jr ADM USN (US) [mailto:| 

Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2012 01:19 AM 

To: McDonough^ Deris R. ; 'Sherman, Wendy R' <ShermanWR@state.gov>; MilLe^ 
SullivanDJ@state.gov <SullivanDJ@state.gov>; 
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■ Robert. Cardilloi 

BlinkenjTonYjRhQdeSjBeniaminJjj^BashjJerem Y CIV SD' <1 

Cc:^ 

Subject: RE: Quick level set before we head into tomorrow SVTC 


Understand we now have dip clearance for the FAST platoon into Tripoli. Working to 
accelerate the airlift; have spoken personally with the USAFE commander; will advise if it 
can be accelerated. We are also working the issue of ground transport from the Tripoli 
airport to the embassy (the platoon is capable, but it's light, and does not bring its own 
transportation), as well as the issue of how to (and whether we need to) help recover the 
COM's and the communication officer's remains. 

My best, 

Sandy 


Original Message- - 

From: McDonough, Denis I 


[mailto 

Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2012 11:45 PM 

To: 'Sherman, Wendy R'; Miller, Dames N HON (US); Winnefel^^ame^^^t^DJ^^N (US); 
SullivanDD@state.gov; Winne^e^^^ame^^^j^ADM USN (US); 

' Robert . Cardillc^|^^|~ 

Deremy CIV SD' 

Subject: Quick level set before we head into tomorrow AM SVTC 


Blinken, Tony; Rhodes, Benjamin D.; 'Bash, 


PLEASE DON'T FORWARD 


Team, 


Sending on this system a very cursory - and where necessary cryptic - update, now about an 
hour old. But in advance of our 0700 SVTC on this topic, I just wanted to make sure we all 
were at least temporarily on the same page. 


First, Wendy, Michael, Dim, Deremy and Sandy, please know how much we appreciate all you and 
your teams do for the country. This is a sad reminder of the risks your teams are living 
through every day. Please let them know we are pulling for and praying for them. 


The situation in Benghazi remains fluid. Amb. Chris Stevens remains unaccounted for; one 
State Department officer is confirmed dead (next of kin notification is complete); five State 
Department officers are accounted for and at another USG compound in Benghazi, which had been 
taking fire earlier in the evening (until at least 2030 EDT) . The February 17 Brigade, 
contracted to help provide security at both this compound and the Diplomatic Mission compound 
(which was attacked), provided support throughout the day. The Diplomatic Mission compound 
has been cleared, although the primary safe haven that we believe Amb. Stevens and the 
deceased State officer used is still on fire. Five DOD personnel arrived in Benghazi about 
an hour ago from Tripoli to reinforce security there. 


The situation in Tripoli is reportedly calm. There are unconfirmed reports of threats 
against Embassy Tripoli on social media websites. The State Department is working to enhance 
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security in Embassy Tripoli and is considering consolidating all US6 personnel (Embassyj 
other government agencies, etc) at the Embassy, which is in a much more secure location. We 
have a sizable country team in Tripoli of 15-20 officers plus 15-20 support personnel and 
diplomatic security staff. State has concerns about the quality of the police force and is 
working to supplement its security with local contractors. 


On our people in Libya, the Doint Staff is deploying three sets of teams into the region 
appropriate to the mission(s). 


On securing our embassies around the world. Sec. Clinton has sent out a notice to each 
mission around the world, directing that they review security procedures. 3ohn Allen is on 
heightened alert in Afghanistan - where day is just breaking - against potential reprisals 
there. And State is in touch with the Brits and other key allies and partners overseas. 


And on getting the video(s) in question taken down, I reached to YouTube to ask them to take 
down two videos: one that was not developed by Pastor Dones but which he is promoting, and 
another - of him burning the Prophet in effigy - that he did film. Sec. Panetta also reached 
out to Pastor 3ones to ask him to pull down his video, knowing that even if YouTube takes the 
video down. Pastor Dones can put it up somewhere else. Even if we are successful with 
YouTube and 3ones, this will not get rid of all downloads of this hateful stuff, but it will 
have some benefit in limiting propagation. We are also in touch with Muslim and Christian 
leaders here and abroad to ask them to make clear that the United States government is not 
associated with either of these films. According to some reports, an Egyptian American Coptic 
Christian is also associated with the production of one of the films, so we are asking other 
Copts to reach him to ask him to stop these efforts since they may incite Muslim-Christian 
violence in Egypt. 


See you at 0700. 


Thanks, 

Denis 
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11,2012 9:53 PM 


FW: Rough notes from SVI C meeting 


F rom : 

Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2012 9;46 PM 
To; P_StaffAsslstants; D(N)_StaffAssistants 
Cc: SES-0 

Subject: Rough notes from SVTC meeting 

Per Amb. Mull, ROUGH notes from the 1930 EOT SVTC meeting; 

Overall theme; getting forces ready to deploy in case the crisis expands and a real threat materializes against Embassy 
Tripoli. DOD will send the details to U/S Kennedy (i.e. plane numbers, troop numbers, airfield support needs, etc.) for us 
• tcrmake requests to government oftlbya (G0 I:)t"' 

There were 10 Action Items from the meeting: 


3) Fleet Antiterrorism SecurityTeam (FAST); aboutHMarines, they need six hours to prepare. They're curreritly at 
the Rota Air Base in Spain and will wait to deploy. Will not deploy until order comes, to go to either Tripoli or 
Benghazi. We made a request that any deployments should be in plain clothes to avoid any impression of a U.S. 
invasion of Libya. 

4) Congressional angle: If any deployment is made, Congress would need to be notified under the War Powers Act. 

Libya agree to any 


5) Efforts are continuing to locate Ambassador Stevens. A/S Beth Jones will work to reach out to the hospital to 
confirm the identity of the patient, 

6) The Secretary will issue a statement tonight condemning the attacks and stating an official American was killed. 
When the next of kin is notified, we should alert C, M, D(N), Sullivan, P, and S Specials. S may issue another 
statement to distance the United States from the Pastor Jones video. 
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7) The White House is going to YouTube to point out the negative effects of the videos posted there. They will not 
explicitly ask that it be taken down, but will point to its impact. 

8) SecDef Panetta and CJCS Dempsey will call Pastor Jones and ask him to stop his activities before daybreak in 
Afghanistan. 

9) NEA is working to reach out to Copts in Egypt to ask them to distance themselves from the video. 

10) The White House will also reach out to Muslim and Christian leaders of religious communities in the United States 
to ask them to distance themselves from actions of Pastor Jones. 


Watch Officer 
Operations Center 
(202)647-1512 
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EXHIBIT 4 

THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1300 


LEGISLATIVE 

AFFAIRS 

The Honorable Howard P. “Buck” McKeon MAY - 1 2013 

Chairman 

Committee on Armed Services 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205 1 5 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I write in response to your April 17, 2013 letter to Secretary Hagel requesting a classified 
version of the Department of Defense (DoD) timeline of the attack on U.S. facilities in Benghazi, 
Libya. 

The Department has made every effort to provide the Committee a comprehensive 
understanding of the Department’s actions before, during, and after the attack in Benghazi. 
Specifically, the Department issued an unclassified timeline which captures significant DoD actions 
in response to the evolving situation in Benghazi. This timeline, which is attached, was supplied to 
Congress on November 9, 2012. The substance of this timeline was publicly released on November 
10, 2012. In addition, the Department contributed to the National Counterterrorism Center’s 
classified timeline dated November 13, 2012, previously provided to the congressional intelligence 
committees, congressional appropriations’ defense subcommittees, and House and Senate' 
leadership offices by the Office of the Director National Intelligence on November 14. 2012. The 
Department did not produce a formal classified timeline, but rather only draft working products to 
assist witnesses and briefers in preparation for numerous Congressional engagements. By practice, 
such draft working products are not distributed beyond DoD. 

The Department has participated in numerous staff and Member engagements including 
classified briefings to Committees of jurisdiction. The Department has also responded to dozens of 
written requests for information in an effort to provide Congress a detailed chronology of the 
Department’s actions surrounding the attack. 

The Department remains committed to accommodating Congress in its oversight 
responsibilities including yom investigation of the attack in Benghazi. Please feel free to contact 
me for any additional information you may need. 



Attachment: 

As Stated 

cc: 

The Honorable Adam Smith 
Ranking Member 


Sincerely, 
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Timeline of Department of Defense Actions on September 11-12, 2012 
Aii times are Eastern DayiightTime (EDT, Washington, DC) 
and Eastern European Time (EET, Benghazi) 


Tuesday, September 11. 2012 
EDT //EET 


~3:42 pm // 9:42 pm The Incident starts at the facility in Benghazi. 

3:59 pm // 9:59 pm An unarmed, unmanned, surveillance aircraft is directed to reposition overhead 
the Benghazi facility. 

4:32 pm // 10:32pm The National Military Command Center at the Pentagon, after receiving initial 
reports of the incident from the State Department, notifies the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense and the Joint Staff. The information is quickly passed to 
Secretary Panetta and General Dempsey. 

5:00 pm // 11:00pm Secretary Panetta and General Dempsey attend a previously scheduled meeting 
with the President at the White House. The leaders discuss potential responses 
to the emerging situation. 

5:10 pm // 11:10 pm The diverted surveillance aircraft arrives on station over the Benghazi facility. 
~5:30 pm // 11:30 pm All surviving American personnel have departed the facility. 

6:00-8:00 pm // 

12:00-2:00 am Secretary Panetta convenes a series of meetings in the Pentagon with senior 

officials including General Dempsey and General Ham. They discuss additional 
response options for Benghazi and for the potential outbreak of further violence 
throughout the region, particularly in Tunis, Tripoli, Cairo, and Sana'a. 

During these meetings. Secretary Panetta directs (provides verbal authorization) 
the following actions: 

1) A Fleet Antiterrorism Security Team (FAST) platoon, stationed in Rota, Spain, 
to prepare to deploy to Benghazi, and a second FAST platoon, also stationed 
in Rota, Spain, to prepare to deploy to the Embassy in Tripoli. 

2) A EUCOM special operations force, which is training in Central Europe, to 
prepare to deploy to an intermediate staging base in southern Europe. 

3) A special operations force based in the United States to prepare to deploy 
to an intermediate staging base in southern Europe. 

During this period, actions are verbally conveyed from the Pentagon to the 
affected Combatant Commands in order to expedite movement of forces upon 
receipt of formal authorization. 

~6:30 pm // 12:30 am A six-man security team from U.S. Embassy Tripoli, including two DoD 
personnel, departs for Benghazi. 
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pm // 1:30 am The American security team from Tripoli lands In Benghazi. 

•"SiSOpm // 2:30 am The National Military Command Center conducts a Benghazi Conference Call 

with representatives from AFRICOM, EUCOM, CENTCOM, TRANSCOM, SOCOM, 
and the four services. 


8:39pm // 2:39 am As ordered by Secretary Panetta, the National Military Command Center 
transmits formal authorization for the two FAST platoons, and associated 
equipment, to prepare to deploy and for the EUCOM special operations force, 
and associated equipment, to move to an intermediate staging base in southern 
Europe. 


8:53pm // 2:53 am As ordered by Secretary Panetta, the National Military Command Center 
transmits formal authorization to deploy a special operations force, and 
associated equipment, from the United States to an intermediate staging base 
in southern Europe. 

~11:00 pm // 5:00 am A second, unmanned, unarmed surveillance aircraft is directed to relieve the 
initial asset still over Benghazi. 

~11:15 pm // 5:15 am The second facility in Benghazi comes under mortar and rocket propelled 
grenade fire. 


Wednesday. September 12. 2012 


12:05 am //6:05am 

~l:40am //7:40 am 
~4:00 am // 10:00 am 

8:15 am// 2:15 pm 
1:17 pm// 7:17 pm 

1:57 pm // 7:57 pm 

2:56 pm //8:56 pm 
3:28 pm If 9:28 pm 

4:19 pm // 10:19 pm 


AFRICOM orders a C-17 aircraft in Germany to prepare to deploy to Libya to 
evacuate Americans. 

The first wave of American personnel depart Benghazi for Tripoli via airplane. 

The second wave of Americans, including the fallen, depart Benghazi for Tripoli 
via airplane. 

The C-17 departs Germany en route Tripoli to evacuate Americans. 

The C-17 departs Tripoli en route Ramstein, Germany with the American 
personnel and the remains of Ambassador Stevens, Sean Smith, Tyrone Woods, 
and Glen Doherty. 

The EUCOM special operations force, and associated equipment, arrives at an 
intermediate staging base in southern Europe. 

The FAST platoon, and associated equipment, arrives in Tripoli. 

The special operations force deployed from the United States, and associated 
equipment, arrives at an intermediate staging base in southern Europe. 

The C-17 arrives in Ramstein, Germany. 
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EXHIBIT 5 


JWiNSj^Cher^l^ 


m: 

ii 


Cc: 

Subject; 


Sullivan, Jacob J 

Tuesday, September 11, 2012 7:21 PM 

'Bash, Jeremy CIV SD’; Sherman. Wendy R; Nides, Thomas R; Mills, Cheryl D 
Milter, James HON OSDPOUCT Winnefeld, James A ADM JCS VCJCS; Kelly, John LtGen 
SD; martin.dempsey^^^H^I 
RE: Libya 


Thanks Jeremy, + Cheryl. 

We are Joining a SVTC with NSS colleagues at 730pm •• believe your team will be on as well. We should work through 
this issue in that venue. 


From: Bash, Jeremy QV SD rmailtoJeremv.Bash^^^B 

Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2012 7:19 PM 

To: Sullivan, Jacob J; Sherman, Wendy R; Nides, Thomas R 

Cc: Miller, James HO^SDWUa; Winnefeld, James A ADM JCS VaCS; Kelly, John LtGen SD; 
martin.dempsey t^^^^^^[ 

Subject: Libya 


State colleagues: 

■ ' 'St tried you on the phone but you were all in with S. 

After consulting with General Dempsey, General Ham and the Joint Staff, we have identified the forces that 
could move to Benghazi. They are spinning up as we speak. They include a SOF element that was in Croatia 
(which can fly to Suda Bay, Crete), and a Marine FAST team out of Roda, Spain. 

Assuming Principals agree to deploy these elements, we will ask State to secure the approval from host 
nation. Please advise how you wish to convey that approval to us. Burns/Nides/Sherman to Mlller/Winnefeld 
would be my recommended course. 

Jeremy 


289 
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EXHIBIT 6 


This exhibit was not cleared for public release. 
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EXHIBIT 7 

11/8/2016 


ALJAZEERA 

Taliban take credit for British base attack 

Two US soldiers killed in "complex" assault on military post in Helmand 
province where Britain's Prince Harry is based. 

15 Sep 2012 08:23 GMT I 


The Taliban have claimed responsibility for a deadly attack on the military post in southern Afghanistan where 
Britain's Prince Harry is based. 

Friday's attack at Camp Bastion in Helmand province left two US soldiers dead and some others wounded, 
US officials said. 

Live Box 201291411393377356 

The Taliban said it was in response to the anti-lslamic video that has sparked a wave of ongoing protests, Al 
Jazeera's Afghanistan correspondent Bernard Smith reported from Kabul. 

Camp Bastion is a British airbase and is adjacent to Camp Leatherneck, the main base for the US Marine 
Corps in Helmand. 

A defence official in Washington said the two dead were US marines, speaking on condition of anonymity, 
while another US official described the attack as "complex", meaning it was a co-ordinated strike using 
several types of weapons. 

'Complex attack' 

The attack, involving small arms and mortar or rocket fire, started around midnight local time, Master 
Sergeant Bob Barko of NATO's International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) told AFP news agency. 

Another ISAF spokesman said the assault was over but details including the number of attackers and whether 
they managed to penetrate the base were not immediately clear. 

Prince Harry, 27, has been deployed at Camp Bastion as a military helicopter pilot. 

According to Smith, the Taliban also claimed that the prince was a target in Friday's attack. 

Taliban fighters have threatened to kill him, saying earlier this week they had a "high-value plan" to attack the 
third in line to the British throne. 

Barko said that ISAF was assessing the extent of the damage to the camp in Helmand, one of the toughest 
battlefields in the war, but Harry was not thought to have been affected. 

"The information we have is that he was not in any danger," he said. 

Harry will spend four months based at the heavily fortified Camp Bastion. 

In 2008, he was hastily withdrawn from Afghanistan when a news blackout surrounding his deployment, on 
the ground directing aircraft in attacks on Taliban positions, was broken. 

This time, however, the military has released photographs and video of him in Afghanistan from the start. 
Britain's defence ministry said any risk "has been, and will continue to be, assessed". 
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Transition process 

NATO has about 117,000 troops in Afghanistan fighting the Taliban alongside government forces. 

Most of the NATO troops are set to withdraw by the end of 2014 in a US-designed transition process that will 
put Afghan security forces in charge of security for their war-battered country. 

Live Box 

The process is already under way with security responsibilities of about half of the Afghan population 
transferred to the local security forces. 

The Taliban have stepped up their attacks in recent months as part of efforts by the group to undermine the 
transition process. 

Helmand, in the troubled south, was the focus of a 30,000-strong troop surge announced by the US in 2009 
designed to quell the Taliban-led fight once and for all. 

A total of 327 international soldiers have been killed in Afghanistan so far this year, according to the 
iCasualties website, 250 of them American. 

The toll does not include those who died in the latest attack. 


Source: Al Jazeera and agencies 

Asia US & Canada Afghanistan United States 
j^M Tell us what vou think 
CONTINUE READING 


f 
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EXHIBIT 8 


This exhibit was not cleared for public release. 
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EXHIBIT 9 


This exhibit was not cleared for public release. 




INTERVIEW OF 
MANAGING DIRECTOR, 
OFFICE OF 

MANAGEMENT POLICY, 
RIGHTSIZING AND 
INNOVATION 


BEFORE THE 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON BENGHAZI 


HOUSE OE REPRESENTATIVES 

ONE HUNDRED FOURTEENTH CONGRESS 


SECOND SESSION 


HELD IN WASHINGTON, DC, MARCH 4, 2016 
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APPEARANCES 

FOR THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON BENGHAZI 

Sharon Jackson, Deputy Chief Counsel 
Kim Betz, Member Outreach Liaison and Counsel 
Carlton Davis, Counsel 

SusANNE Sachsman Grooms, Minority Staff Director ! General Counsel 
Daniel Rebnord, Minority Professional Staff 
Erin O’Brien, Minority Detailee 

FOR THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Austin Evers, Senior Advisor 
Alison R. Welcher, Attorney-Adviser 
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Ms. Jackson. All night. Ms. welcome today. This is a 

transcribed interview of conducted by the House Select 

Committee on Benghazi. This interview is being conducted voluntarily 
as part of the committee's investigation into the attacks on the U.S. 
diplomatic facilities in Benghazi, Libya, and matters related to that 
pursuant to House Resolution 567 of the 113th Congress and House 
Resolution 5 of the 114th Congress. 

And before the official reporter tells me that I have had way too 
much coffee and talking fast, I'm going to slow it down a little bit 
for you. Ms. could you state your name for the record please? 


Ms. 

Ms. lackson. Okay. We appreciate you being here today. 
Obviously, this committee is conducting an investigation. And it is 
believed that you have relevant information regarding that 
information. And so we wanted to have a conversation with you today 
about that. So thank you for being here today. 

Ms. Okay. Absolutely. 

Ms . Jackson . Again, my name is Sharon Jackson . And I 'm with the 
committee's majority staff. And so we have a record of who is here 
today, we're going to go around and have everyone introduce yourself. 
You have come with two representatives of the State Department. So 
we'll start with Alison. 

Ms. Welcher . Alison Welcher, State Department. 


Mr. Evers . Austin Evers, State Department. 

Ms. O'Brien. Erin O'Brien with the minority staff. 
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Mn. Rebnord. Daniel Rebnord with the minority staff. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms . Susanne Sachsman Grooms with the minority. 

Ms. Betz . Kim Betz with the majority staff. 

Ms. lackson. Before we begin, I'd like to go over the process 
that we follow in these interviews so that you have an understanding 
of how everything will proceed today. And I'm sure you've spent time 
with Alison and Austin to go over that before. 

But just to put it on the record, generally the way that 
questioning has proceeded is that I, or another member of the majority 
staff, will ask questions for up to 1 hour. And then the minority will 
have a like period of time. In transcribed interviews, questions may 
only be asked by a member of the committee, a Member of Congress on 
the committee, or by the staff. Generally, we rotate back and forth, 
1 hour at a time, until each side has exhausted all the questions that 
they have. Occasionally, we've deviate from that process. But that's 
generally the process that we follow. 

Unlike testimony or a deposition in Federal court, the 
committee's format is not bound by the rules of evidence. You, or the 
counsel with you today, may raise objections for privilege. And those 
are subject to review by the chairman of the committee. If those 
objections cannot be resolved in the interview, the witness can be 
required to return for a deposition or a hearing. Members or staff 
of the committee, however, are not permitted to raise objections when 
the other side is asking questions. It's generally not an issue that 
has been problematic in our interviews. But that is the process that 
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we follow. 

We ane in an unclassified setting here. So if any questions call 
for a classified answer^ please let us know. And we can either omit 
it or reserve it until we are in a different setting. You are welcome 
to confer with the counsel that is here today at any time throughout 
the interview. But if something just needs to be clarified^ if you 
need a question repeated^ or rephrased^ or broken down in some way^ 
please just say so. It is importantj to us, that you understand the 
questions that we're asking before you give your answer. But if you 
do need to discuss anything with the counsel that are with you today, 
please just let us know. We'll stop the clock, go off the record, and 
allow you the opportunity to consult and confer with them. 

We will also take a break whenever it's convenient for you. 
Typically, we do this at the end of each hour of questioning. But if 
at any time you would like to take a break to use the facilities, to 
get water or coffee, please just let us know. And we will do that. 
As you can see, we have an official reporter that is making a complete 
record of what happens here today. So it is important that you give 
verbal responses to questions rather than nodding or shaking of the 
head. It's also important that, to the best of our ability, we try 
not to talk over each other. Sometimes it's easy to start answering 
a question before it's completely finished, or for me to interrupt with 
the next question, before you've finished your answer. So we should 
both make an effort not to do that. 

We ask that you give your most full and complete answer to all 
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the questions that we ask. But if you honestly don't know the answer 
to a question^ it's best not to guess and just tell us so. We would 
askj if you believe that there's someone else who might have relevant 
information to that question^ to let us know who that person is. 

Do you understand that you are required to answer questions from 
Congress truthfully? 

Ms. Of course. 

Ms . iackson . Okay. And do you also understand that this applies 
to questions that are asked to you by congressional staff in an 
interview? 

Ms. Of course. 

Ms. iackson. Okay. And do you understand that knowingly 
providing false testimony could subject a person to criminal 
prosecution for perjury or making false statements? 

Ms . Yes 

Ms. iackson. Okay. Is there any reason that you would not be 
able to give truthful answers to today's questions? 

Ms. None at all. 

Ms. lackson. Okay. Wellj that's the end of my preamble and the 
procedures that are going to govern us today. 

Did the minority have anything that they would like to add? 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. lust thank you for coming. 

Ms. Absolutely. 

EXAMINATION 


BY MS. lACKSON: 
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Q Okay, All night. So we'll get started. Ms. it's 

my understanding you've been with the State Department since late 1989. 
Is that correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. And what is your current position? 

A My title is managing director of the Office of Management, 
Policy, Rightsizing, and Innovation. I'm essentially the deputy to 
the office director. 

Q Okay. And is that an office that's known as M/PRI? 

A Yes. It is. 

Q Okay. And how long have you been in that position? 

A The position, just since 2012. But I've been in the office 
longer. 

Q And how long have you been with M/PRI? 

A Since 1997. 

Q Okay. And tell us about your various positions within 
M/PRI that you've had. 

A Well, when I first got there, I did the liaison for the 
M-family bureaus to GAO and the OIG, the inspector general's office, 
and did various special projects. And then -- 

Q Let me just stop you. There were a couple acronyms in 
there. You said the M-family? 

A So underneath of the M, the under secretary for Management, 
are bureaus. There are nine bureaus, such as Diplomatic Security, 
Bureau of Administration, Resource Management, Human Resources, 
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Consular Affairs, the Foreign Service Institute, and OFM, the Office 
of Foreign Missions, and a couple of small offices. We are pretty much 
the staff office for the under secretary for Management. 

Q And by staff office, what do you mean? 

A It means that my director works directly for Under Secretary 
Kennedy at this time. We get a new under secretary every several years . 
And so we're considered as staff. 

Q Okay. 

A We're not a bureau, in other words. 

Q Okay. So you work directly for the under secretary for 

Management, your office does? 

A The office does. 

Q As opposed to having your own bureau head? 

A My director is an assistant secretary equivalent. I'm a 
DAS equivalent. But because we don't have functions, we're not a 
bureau, we work as an office directly for the under secretary. We do 
cross-cutting issues. 

Among those nine bureaus, sometimes they don't always see eye to 
eye on issues. So we convene them and work toward the best 
understanding of the issue. 

Q Okay. And so, in addition to that, what are some of the 
other duties and responsibilities of M/PRI? 

A We do the greening initiatives, we send out the ecosystems 
greening initiatives for the Department. 

Q Promoting recycling? 
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A Yes. Exactly. And sustainable electricity, you know, 
wind farms, and solar panels, and those things, for our embassies 
abroad. Also the greening diplomacy initiative within Washington, 
D.C. We work with other countries who have their embassies here and 
how they can do gardening on their rooftops, and solar panels, and try 
to cut down their footprint, carbon footprint. We do rightsizing of 
the U.S. missions overseas. And that's all agencies, not just State 
Department. 

Q And what is meant by rightsizing? 

A So one of the, one of the OPAP, which is the Overseas 
Presence Advisory Panel, one of the recommendations that came out of 
the Nairobi-Dar es Salaam Accountability Review Board, they decided 
that the State Department, on behalf of the President, should take a 
look at the footprint of our missions overseas. So, our rightsizing 
folks go in and make sure that the work has been planned to be done 
so that we don't have a bigger footprint in countries than we need to 
have. 

Q Okay. And then you have an innovation section? 

A We do. And they do things such as My Services, which is 

when you're stationed overseas and you need to have a toilet repaired, 
or you need a motor pool driver, you can electronically put in for a 
service request. And so they do the metrics on that kind of 
mission-wide services. And they think of new and better ways to do 
things . 

They manage the CMI, which is the Continual Management 
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Impnovements, so that we ' ne always on the look-out fon how to do things 
better and more efficiently, and bring things back to the U.S. to be 
done. Where, if you have a function that's location neutral, you don't 
need to be overseas and be in harm's way potentially, you can do them 
in Charleston or other areas in the U.S. 

Q Okay. I think I may have interrupted you about, and gone 
off on a different tangent when you were talking about your various 
positions within M/PRI. So if you could go back to that and tell us 
about the various duties and responsibilities -- 

A That I have had? 

Q That you have had. 

A Okay. So after the Nairobi-Dar es Salaam bombings, I took 
over the portfolio of the Accountability Review Board. Up until that 
time, it was always done by a foreign service officer and at the 01 
level. So that's consistent with the GS-15. So they converted that 
position to be a 15. And that's when I took that over. 

Q Okay. And so that would have been in approximately 1999? 

A Yes . 

Q And has that been your sole responsibility within M/PRI 
since then? 

A It has been solely my responsibility up until 2012 when I 
took on a different position. But ARBs are not a full-time job in 
themselves. Luckily, you'll have a few years every now and then where 
you don't have an ARB. So you do other functions. 

Q Okay. And do you have other functions permanently assigned 
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to you apart from the ARB work? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And what are those? 

A Well, up until -- what are they currently? Or what were 
they up until 2012? 

Q What were they up until 2012. 

A I did advocacy for portfolio bureaus, so H.R., Human 
Resources, FSI, the Foreign Services Institute, and DS, Diplomatic 
Security. So, in other words, when they have a new policy coming up, 
they give it to me for my clearance. And I make sure that it doesn't 
sound outlandish or, you know, I give it thorough clearance. 

We do special events. If you can remember back when President 
Clinton was in, we did the National Performance Review, which was a 
cost-cutting exercise. I used to do those. And the President's 
Management Council, in the 2000s, that was my portfolio, to prepare 
the under secretaries at the time during that decade to go to the White 
House for meetings on management issues. 

Q And when, in 2012, did your duties and responsibilities 
shift? 

A So we had a vacancy in, I would say. Duly of 2012 for our 
managing director. And because that person had left, we rotated 
responsibilities to be the managing director. And over time, the 
position was announced. And I applied for it and was selected for it. 

Q Okay. And since when has it been your permanent position 

then? 
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A 0PM approved me in February of 2013. 

Q In February of 2013? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. Would you describe for us, up until the Benghazi ARBj 

describe for us your role with respects to the ARBs? 

A Sure. Such as setting them up? Or -- 

Q What are all the different things -- well first of all, let 

me ask you this: How many ARBs have you been involved in since you've 
been at M/PRI? 

A So I would say 11 of them. I came post Nairobi-Dar. I'm 
doing gestures because I think of them as bookends. 

Q Uh-huh. 

A I was post Nairobi-Dar which meant that I was responsible 
for the implementation, and the Department's intentions of following 
through on those recommendations. And then there were nine in between, 
and then Benghazi. 

Q Okay. 

A And so 11, essentially, is the answer. 

Q Okay. And did they all follow a particular process? Or 

have there been deviations in that process in the 11 that you've been 
involved in? 

A In what manner? 

Q In how they were set up, run, things like that? 

A I would say that, yes, that in the bookends, they 

weren't -- they were more of what I call a celebrity arc. They had 
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people like Admiral Crowe for the Nairobi-Dar. And in this case, we 
had a career minister, Mr. Pickering. 

Q Admiral Pickering? 

A Yes. And Ambassador, Admiral Mullen. So, otherwise, in 
the nine in between, I would submit the names, make some recommendations 
in the written materials to the Secretary, and give her or him options 
of people who I thought were qualified just to start the process 
rolling. 

Q Okay. Now, you weren't there for the selection of the 
Nairobi-Tanzania ARB. Is that correct? 

A I was in the office, but it was not my responsibility. We 
were a small office, so I knew what was going on. 

Q Okay. And so for those 11 ARBs that you've been involved 
in, you've read those reports, and been involved in the implementation 
of those recommendations? 

A Yes. I have. 

Q Did you read prior ARB reports? 

A I have gone back over them. Yes, I have. 

Q Okay. So you're familiar with the various and sundry 

reports that have been issued? 

A Yes . 

Q Are there particular offices or bureaus that are generally 
the subject of an ARB investigation? And, if so, what are those offices 
or bureaus? 

A Well, it's always the office, the regional bureau where the 
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incident occunned. It's always that bureau. And it's usually 
Diplomatic Security or office of Overseas Building Operations, OBO. 
Usually we have to get their budget and planning bureau involved because 
almost everything involves money and congressional notification. So 
there are a set of M-family bureaus that I contact. 

Q Okay. Can you tell us a little bit about the implementation 
of ARB recommendations in, again, those 11 that you were involved in, 
or at least the 10 up until Benghazi? How did that work? 

A So when we get the report from the Accountability Review 
Boards, we read the recommendations and determine who is best to carry 
out an action. And I call these people together because, as I 
mentioned, we have convening authority among the M-family bureaus. 

And I get together their action officers. And we task out the 
recommendations, and then give them a deadline of when they need to 
let me know what their intentions are in following through. Because 
our office also writes the report to Congress on our intentions of 
following through with the recommendations. 

Q Okay. And was that done on all these prior ARBs, the report 
to Congress? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. You say that you have convening authority. Can you 
help us understand what that means within the State Department? 

A Well, because we work for the under secretary for 
Management, people know that we are convening these things on behalf, 
in this case, for the Secretary of State because that's the customer 
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of the nepont. 

So not every office gets the quick response that we do, I guess, 
is the polite way to say it. You can get a lot of -- we have much more 
power behind our name in that we're doing something on behalf of the 
Secretary in this case, that people will respond, attend the meetings, 
and be thoughtful in their follow through. 

Q Okay. And prior to Benghazi, how would you report up the 
implementation of recommendations? Would you do a quarterly report? 
A biannual report? An annual report? Was it more ad hoc? 

A It was more ad hoc. Our records were always available for 

people to see. But we had spreadsheets and the action officers, the 
due dates. And we would provide those whenever we were asked. Or, 
periodically, we would report on the status of those recommendations. 

Q Okay. But there was no formalized mechanism? You weren't 
required to issue a report once a year on the recommendations? 

A No. 

Q Okay. And over the years, did you ever encounter 
difficulty with offices or bureaus in following through with what they 
had been tasked to do? 

A No. 

Q Okay. In your opinion in overseeing this, were the 

recommendations implemented? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. All of them? 

A Well, not all of them, all of them that we accepted. And 
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I have to say, as much as we respect our members, occasionally you get 
a recommendation that causes you to think what? You just really, for 
example, putting gun ports or automatic windows, on a fully armored 
vehicle, it doesn't make a lot of sense to have any, if you're encasing 
a vehicle in armor, you wouldn't want to have those breaks in the 
continuity of the armor. So there have been a few that we have not 
implemented . 

Q And who makes that decision? Who makes the decision not 
to accept a recommendation? 

A Well, we, as a group of action officers, decide that this 
is what we're going to put forward, that we would recommend that the 
Department not accept a recommendation. And so that goes through the 
clearance process from my boss, to his boss, to his boss, through to 
the Secretary. Because the Secretary signs out, or H signs out on 
behalf of the Secretary, the report to Congress. And then in there 
it clearly states whether we accept or not accept the recommendation. 

Q Now, that report to Congress has to go within 90 days of 
the ARB report. Is that correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. Are there any follow-on reports that would either 
go to Congress or go to the Secretary? 

A To the Secretary, we report on our progress of implementing 
the -- or to the deputy secretary. But to Congress, it would only be 
if we're ever asked to come up and talk about it, which we have done 
in the past. 
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Q Okay. And pnion to the Benghazi ARB, reports to the 
Secretary were not routine, they were more episodic? 

A Correct. 

Q Are there formal policies and procedures that govern 
Accountability Review Boards within the State Department? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And where are they found? 

A In the 12 FAM 030. 

Q Okay. And is there also a statute that governs the 
Accountability Review Boards? 

A Yes. The Diplomatic Security Act. 

Q Okay. I want to mark as exhibit 1 something that you're 
probably familiar with. 

A Yes . 


[ 


Exhibit No. 1 


Was marked for identification.] 


BY MS. 3ACKS0N: 


Q I'm handing you what I've marked as exhibit 1, which is 12 
FAM 030 Accountability Review Board, parentheses, ARB -- 
A Yes . 

Q -- end parentheses. You're familiar with this? 

A I am. 

Q And just for the record, would you describe what this 
document is? 

A This is our, the excerpt in the 12 FAM that governs what 
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we do, how we stand up the ARB, the membenship, the purpose, the 
follow-through activities that occur. 

Q Okay. And when we say FAM, that's the Foreign Affairs 
Manual? 

A It is the Foreign Affairs Manual. 

Q And that's the governing policy manual for the State 
Department? 

A It is. 

Q Okay. Throughout this document, and let me find a -- if 
we could go to the last page, under 12 FAM 036.4, Reports to Congress, 
there's some purple writing in subparagraph A. 

A Yes . 

Q Can you tell us the significance of that purple writing 
compared to the black ink? 

A I sure can. The purple writing is to draw a casual reader ' s 
attention to the fact that this is a recent update. If you look at 
the change transition on the first page, it will tell you the last 
update. And that date there tells you that this language was inserted 
in the colored, the purple colored writing. 

Q And you denoted a date on the very first page under 12 FAM 
030 of March 17, 2015. Does that then signify the last date the entire 
chapter was updated? 

A Updated, yes. Yes. 

Q Okay. And within each subsection of this chapter, is there 
a date associated with each subparagraph or subset? 
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A Yes . 

Q And would that signify the date that that panticulan section 
was updated? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. So back to this Reports to CongresSj it also bears 
the same date of March \ 1 , 2015. 

A Yes. It does. 

Q Okay. And the subparagraph before it is December 8 , 2014^ 


12 FAM -- 

A Yes . 

Q So that's an accurate reading of this document? 

A It is. 

Q Okay. If I could direct your attention to 12 FAM 032.1. 
12 FAM 032.1 describes an ARB Permanent Coordinating Committee. Could 
you tell us about the Permanent Coordinating Committee, or as I 
understand it, it is referred to as the PCC? 

A Yes. So when an incident happens, our office is informed 

of it or we hear it on the TV, depending on how the tragedy unfolds, 
we convene the PCC. My office director is the chair. And it is a 
membership of Diplomatic Security, Intelligence and Research Bureau, 
the regional bureau where the incident occurred, our Bureau of 
Counterterrorism, Consular Affairs Bureau. And then we have a voting 
member that is outside of the Department in the DNI, the Director of 
National Intelligence. And we convene that group to get a briefing 
on what happened and if they think it meets the criteria of the ARB 
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Statute . 

Q Okay. Now, does youn boss, the dinecton who chains this 
committee, is that the person who decides whether the PCC should meet? 
Or are you directed to by others within the State Department? 

A No. So what we do is, we put together the incident, some 
facts as we know it, about the incident. We tell our director. He 
contacts the legal adviser, who is not a voting member but is there 
to provide advice to the PCC, and Diplomatic Security and the regional 
bureau. And we say hey, this looks to us like it meets the criteria, 
I'm going to call the PCC together. And it's the chairman's right to 
assemble this group. 

Q Has the PCC ever been directed by the principals of the State 
Department to convene the PCC? 

A I wouldn't, I would say no, not directed. We always 
anticipate that, when we need to do it. 

Q Okay. There's a lot of security incidents that occur 
across the world involving the State Department. But, yet, there's 
only been a small number of ARBs. 

A Right. 

Q And so I'm just trying to have you help us figure out when 
is it that the PCC knows to convene? Or do you always convene and then 
not choose to have an ARB? Could you just elaborate on that? 

A So the PCC meets more frequently than I would like, but there 
are a lot of incidents, as you say, that appear to rise to the level 
of the Accountability Review Board statute. But in looking through 
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thatj and getting some evidence from, either the regional bureau or 
the DSj we realize it really isn't at or related tOj the U.S. Missionj 
or it wasn't significant destruction of propertyj or it wasn't a serious 
injury. We have those three criteria that we have to judge the incident 
against . 

Q Okay. Does the PCC then meet to discuss those? Or can 
there be sort of a preliminary decision that it doesn't meet the 
criteria and the PCC does not need to meet? 

A Yes. It can be both of those things. 

Q Okay. How did you first learn about the Benghazi attacks 
and the deaths that resulted from that attack? 

A On the news. 

Q That day? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And what, if any, steps did you take in the days 
following with regard to a potential ARB? 

A Well, typically, what I do is get all the information we 

can get on the incident. So I called DS for a spot report, or whatever 
kind of report that they can generate. I might have seen, I mentioned, 
I heard about it on the news. I might have seen the State Ops, I'm 
a subscriber to the State Operations Center alerts. So I might have, 
just to be clear, I could have either heard it on the news or seen it 
on my BlackBerry. 

So then we get the regional bureau together. And in that case, 
it seemed like a very clear incident related to security, which is that 
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4th cnitenia, that the PCC is required to meet when an incident is found 
to be related to security. 

Q Okay. 

A So -- 

Q Did you, or others within M/PRI, get any direction from 
senior leadership in the State Department that this event was going 
to qualify for an ARB, or should qualify for an ARB? 

A I don't recall any. 

Q Okay. All right. Did your director receive any to your 

knowledge? 

A The position was vacant at the time. I was filling in as 
the assistant secretary. So I was the one who would have been told 
to do something. 

Q So you became the chair of the PCC? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. I notice that the PCC is comprised of positions that 

are not principals within the State Department. Do you know the reason 
why that was? I mean, historically, have you learned -- have you 
learned what the historical basis was for selecting these particular 
positions to be the PCC? 

A I think because they're experts in their area. And I think 
that it's, in my view, it's high enough of a level that we don't 
feel -- that we feel more able to convene these folks. They're very 
busy people as you probably can guess. And we don't like to take 
advantage of their schedules. So we try to convene them at the right 



849 


23 

time. And so we think that this is the night level to have at the table. 
They're in the weeds enough to know about the circumstances. 

Q Okay. And going back to exhibit 1 and the composition of 
the PCC, it's found on page 3 of 15, I notice that the date at the top 
is October 9 , 2014. Can you tell us what changed? Since there was 
one subsequent revision to this, we don't have the purple writing to 
tell us what changed in October of 2014? 

Ms. Welcher . If you know. 

Ms. I have read this so many times and written it so many 

times, I -- no, I can't tell you. I'm sorry? 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q Can you tell me whether or not the membership changed in 
2014? Or was this the membership that would have been on the PCC for 
the Benghazi ARB? 

A For all of the ARBs that I have been involved in, the only 
change has been to number six. And that is, it used to be the CIA. 
And when the DNI came into being, it complicated things. So we decided 
to call it the DCI. 

Q Okay. Can you describe for us the process that was used 
to determine whether to recommend that an ARB be convened for the 
Benghazi attacks? 

A I'm sorry, I don't know what you mean by the process. 

Q Did you convene a meeting and bring everybody together into 

a room? 

A No. We did not. Thank you. We did not. We did it by 
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electronic mail, by email. 

Q And what type of information was assembled and sent out to 
the various members of the PCC? 

A I believe the only thing that was sent out at the time was 
the statute, so that each of the -- and a summary of the incident, of 
course, but the statute. And we asked for their votes on mail. 

Q Was that electronic meeting, if you will, a process that 
had been used in the past? 

A A virtual meeting, we do that on incidents that we think 
do not need the PCC to meet. That is our standard operating procedure. 
But since this was well known by everyone in the Department, we felt 
comfortable in doing it electronically. 

Q And when you say we felt, who -- 

A I'm sorry, me and the person who has the ARB portfolio, my 
understudy, if you will, the person in my office who has this portfolio 
now. 

Q Okay. And who is that person? 

A Her name? 

Q Yes . 

Is 

Q Okay. And how long has she had that position? 

A Probably 18 months now. 

Q Okay. And so the two of you were the only two who consulted 
with each other about doing this virtually as opposed to having -- 

A No, we consulted, I'm sorry, we consulted in our normal 
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steps with DS and A1 in the regional bureau. 

Q And explain that. How would you consult? What would you 
consult about? 

A So we said this seems to meet the criteria of the ARB. And 
they agreed. And so we sent it outj sayings you knowj we believe this 
fits the criteria. And we would like to do the vote over the email. 

Q Okay. And they had no objection to that? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Did you confer with the under secretary for 
management? 

A I probably briefed him at the 8:00 o'clock morning meeting. 
I don't recall precisely. But I would have informed him for sure. 

Q And when you say 8:00 morning meetingj what are you 
referring to? 

A Our office has a daily meeting with the under secretary in 
all the years I have been there^ so it's not just this under secretary, 
every morning at 8:00. And then sometimes under secretaries past, we 
would meet at the end of the day as well. But, currently, it's just 
morning meetings. 

Q Okay. And so your recollection is that you would have 
informed Under Secretary Kennedy that this is how you were going to 
proceed? 

A Yes . 

Q I'm going to hand you a couple more documents to look at. 


[ 


Exhibit Nos. 2 and 3 
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Were marked for identification.] 

Mr. Evers . Is this one 2? 

Ms. lackson. That's 2. 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q And what I've put before you, as exhibit 2 , is an email 
exchange, dated September 15, 2012, from you to Patrick Kennedy. It 
bears document number STATE-SCB 0093259 through 261. And then exhibit 
3 is an email exchange dated September 25, 2012, from you to Patrick 
Kennedy, , and bears document number SCB 

0093114 through 148. And I'm going to give you a moment or two to take 
a look at those. 

Have you had an opportunity to look at those? 

A I have. 

Q Then, first, looking at exhibit 2, the one dated September 
15, 2012, and what I would say is the bottom of the first page, which 
would be, I would think, the third email exchange down from you on 
Saturday, September 15, at 5:52 p.m. to Patrick Kennedy and you write, 
and I quote: Dear Pat, I have been culling through the list of recent 
retirees, parenthesis, I get the list periodically from ESI Transition 
Center to keep up with who might be available for ARBs, end paren. I 
was wondering if this event might warrant a celebrity of sorts, a la 
Admiral Crowe for the Nairobi-Dar. Or if I could go ahead and start 
reaching out to folks on the list. Do you have any sense of that from 
the 7th floor? 

So within 3 days of the Benghazi attacks, you're ready to jump 
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in and put the list together of potential members of the ARB. Is that 
a correct reading of what you're writing here? 

A That is correct. 

Q Okay. And did you do that? 

A Did I look through the list? 

Q Did you put together a list of names to recommend to be 

members of the ARB? 

A I don't believe I did. 

Q Okay. Why not? 

A Well, because they went for option two and did more of the 
celebrity approach as I would say. As I mentioned earlier, they got 
Ambassador Pickering, who I consider to be in that category as 
Ambassador Crowe, for when he was chosen for Nairobi-Dar. 

Q Okay. But you did not come up with that list of celebrity 
names? 

A No. It is the Secretary who nominates these or who appoints 
these folks. And when I give a list of names, I never know if they're 
going to be accepted or not. 

Q Okay. And when you say they were picking the celebrity 
names, who did you mean by they? 

A Oh, anyone above me. You know, it's one of those things 
that, as a bureaucrat, you do your best to try to hit the mark. And 
other times you miss, and it's out of your hands. 

Q If we could go back to exhibit 1, to 12 FAM 033.2, it's on 
page 8 of 15, subsection A. 
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A Uh-huh. 

Q It talks about an ARB staff officer. Were you that at the 

time? 

A Yes . 

Q And you were also the chain of the PCC? 

A Yes . 

Q So you were dual-hatted in a way? 

A I was. 

Q What is the distinction between the duties and 

responsibilities of the person who is the chair of the PCC and the ARB 
staff officer? Or has it always been one and the same person? 

A No. It isn't. They convene the meeting. I provide the 
briefings, set the agenda. 

Q As the staff officer? 

A As the staff officer. And provide the briefing materials 

in advance of the meeting, if possible, and get the meeting set up. 
So then there's a whole set of duties after the decision is made to 
convene an ARB. 

Q And what are some of those duties? 

A Well, you prepare the notice in the Federal Registry, an 

ALDAC, a cable to the field once you know who the participants on the 
ARB will be. But until that time, you provide some suggested names 
for membership in the ARB. You set up, with the executive office, you 
find them space in the building to operate. You get their secure voice 
telephones set up and get somebody to serve as the executive secretary 
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to that group. 

And that executive secretary is kind of the bridge between the 
board and the building. So that once we set them up^ we don't have 
any more things to do. We don't get involved in who they see or who 
they interview, where, if they travel or not. 

Q Okay. Back to 12 FAM 033. 2-a, the second sentence says: 
if the ARB PCC recommends that the Secretary convene a board, it will 
forward a list of potential board members to the Secretary for approval . 
But as I understand it, you did not do that with regard to the Benghazi 
ARB? 

A I did not. I don't recall doing it. I recall looking for 
names . 

Q Who instructed you not to do that? 

A I don't think anybody instructed me not to do it. Names 
were being raised to the 7th floor. So I was waiting for instruction, 
whether to contact people or not. And I was told to hold I think, let 
me ponder names it says. 

Q And that is the, again, going back to exhibit 2, that was 
the response from Patrick Kennedy to you, after you say I'm looking 
at names -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- and his response was let me ponder names? 

A Yes. So then we talked about all of the names in the group, 

the ones that I had, and the ones that he had. 

Q Okay. And so you and Under Secretary Kennedy met and 
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discussed various names? 

A Yes . 

Q And do you recall when you did that? 

A I don't recall. 

Q Okay. Did any of the names that you suggested get 
recommended to the Secretary? 

A No. Not that I recall. 

Q Did you have celebrity names in there? 

A No. 

Q Okay. 

A I have the good luck of having some former ambassadors who 
used to say hey^ if you ever need me for an ARBj you knowj I'll send 
you my CV. And that is how I have a whole file folder full of names. 

Q Okay. 

A That's not the case anymore. 

Q All right. And then if we could move on to exhibit 3 , the 
September 25 , 2012 email exchange. And if we could go to the last page 
and a little of the second to the last page, on what would be document 
number 00093147 at the bottom, from you, dated September 25, 2012, at 
7:58 a.m. , and then on to the last page, to a and Stephen 

Mull. Who are those individuals? 

A Steve Mull, at the time. Ambassador Mull was the 

Department's executive secretary. 

Q Okay. And what does that position do? What does the 
person do in that position? 
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A I can'tj I can't imagine what all that position's involved 
in. Right nowj oun current one is putting together the chief admission 
conference. So I think he's the right hand of the Secretary I would 
say. 

Q Okay. And -- 

A And he has four deputies . And is one of those 

four. 

Q Okay. And you wrote to them on September 25th j you say: 
dear colleagueSj just a reminderj the Federal Registry notice takes 
3 work days to be published^ which means that I need the names of the 
ARB members and the rest of the information by Wednesday morning if 
they will be starting work on Monday, October 1. I would appreciate 
knowing how this ARB is going to work, since it ' s not going in the normal 
way. Can we talk this morning or tomorrow morning about 
roles/responsibilities . 

Please elaborate on why you wrote this email? 

A Well, I had heard that they were going to start on October 
1st. And I was reminding them that, because this is not something that 
would normally be on their screen, that there are steps that we have 
to do. And one of those steps is to put an article in the Federal 
Registry to make the general public aware of this. So I was reminding 
them that I needed this information. 

Q Okay. And when you say you would appreciate knowing how 
this ARB is going to work since it's not going in the normal way, what 
did you mean by that? 
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A I don't recall exactly what I meant. But it sounds to me, 
in reading this now, that I was a little bit concerned about being behind 
the tide. 


Q Sort of out of the loop? 

A Yes. Well, it's a little strong. But I certainly wanted 

to make sure we did everything process-wise. Because that's all that 
I -- I mean, it's a lot to do, but that's all that I was involved in. 

Q Okay. So is it safe to assume, and I don't want to -- which 
is why you're here and we're asking you these questions, that by 
September 25th, you did not have the names of the ARB members? 


A I believe that's true from the way this reads. 

Q Okay. And, in fact, if we go up the chain one, Ms. 
responds to you later that morning, about half an hour later, where 
she said we don't have the final names unfortunately. Steve 

will raise it with the key decision makers. I am happy to talk to you 


at your convenience, but don't have much to share. 


will be 


the executive secretary for the ARB. So if we meet, we should include 


her. Thanks, 


So do you recall when you received the names 


of the ARB members? 


A I really don't. 

Q And who did you receive them from? 

Q Okay. Do you know, when they're referring to key 
decisionmakers, do you know who was encompassed in that group, who was 
making the decision for the members of the ARB? 
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A I neally don't. As you can see, I was hungry for 
information myself. 

Q Okay. One of the things that you said just a little while 
ago was that as the ARB staff officer, you would name the executive 
secretary to the ARB. 

A Right. 

Q Is that set out in the FAM as one of your duties and 
responsibilities? 

A I don't recall if it's in the FAM. But what I normally do 
is go to our H.R. Bureau and see who is available at the senior ranks 
to take on a function such as this. 

Q And what does the executive secretary to the ARB do? 

A They arrange the meetings. They make sure that the board 
has access to the Department for interviews and, you know, because 
usually these people are removed from the Department, you know, they ' re 
retirees, they're unfamiliar with the Department's ways. So in 
sitting in on the interviews, the exec sec would know who they should 
contact next, who this leads them to in a bureau. So they act, as I 
call it, the bridge from the ARB to the building. 

Q And in the 10 prior ARBs that you had been involved in, as 
the ARB officer, had you made the selection of the executive secretary? 

A I wouldn't say made the selection. I nominated people in 
the past, sure. 

Q And had they been selected then? 

A Yes, normally. 
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Q Okay. If I could j if you could go back to exhibit 1 to the 
FAMj on page 5 of 15 , unden 12 FAM 032.3, subparagraph b, on the ARB 
executive secretary, and it reads when a board is convened, M/PRI will 
name an executive secretary to coordinate and facilitate the work of 
the board. And was that the provision in effect in 2012? 

A It was. 

Q Okay. But that did not happen in this case? 

A No. And it did not happen in maybe one or two of the other 
cases. Someone was found available to be appointed. And I don't 
appoint. I just recommend. 

Q Well, it does say M/PRI will name an executive secretary. 
It doesn't say recommend. It says will name. Was that language the 
language that was in there in 2012? 

A It was. 

Q Okay. But that didn't happen in this case? 

A No. And that's a little strong. So what we normally do 

is go to H.R. and get the name of people who might be willing to serve 
as the exec sec. 

Q But a woman by the name of, is it 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. She was selected? 

A Yes . 

Q Do you know who selected her? 

A No. I don't. 

Q Okay. What position was she in at the time? 
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A I believe she was one of the four deputies that Steve Mull 

had. 

Q Do you recall whether she was the chief of staff to Deputy 
Secretary Burns? 

A I don't recall. 

Q Okay. 

A I never knew her before then. 

Q Okay. But she was a name that was supplied to you as to 
be the person who was the executive secretary? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. Were you given any information as to whether she was 
willing to do this or not? Or did she have any reluctance? 

A No. I'm sorry, my assumption was that she was willing to 
do it. I don't know. 


Q Okay. For the Benghazi ARB, did, were there additional 
personnel assigned to assist the ARB? 

A There's always a secretary assigned, an office manager. 

Q Were there any other people to take notes, help write the 

report, things like that to your knowledge? 

A No. Not to my knowledge. 

Q To your knowledge, there were no other people? 

A Right. 


Q Okay. So the two people that would have been assigned from 
within the State Department would have been and one person 
to act as the secretary/officer manager? 
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A Yes . 

Q Do you nememben who that person was? 
A I can't think of hen name. 

Q Was it -- 



A Yes . 

Q Okay. And, to youn knowledge, there was no one assigned? 

A Not that I know of . Oh, so the board has an attorney that ' s 


assigned to them. So, 


was there as their adviser. I 


don't know if it's a full-time assignment, but she's available to them. 
0 Did ^ 


ever come and talk to you about how an ARB 
works, how it progresses, what her duties and responsibilities would 
be? 


A We had lots of conversations . I gave them prior ARB reports 
so that they would have a template for, you know, what one typically 
looks like. So, yes, we had conversations. 

Q Okay. How is it that an ARB either gets documents or 
witnesses? Are they suggested to the ARB? Does the ARB decide what 
it wants to see, who it wants to interview? Is it a combination of 
those? 

So I want to ask generally and then have you go specifically to 
the Benghazi ARB? 

A Typically, we prepare for the board a binder that includes 
information about the incident, of course, the FAM citation, the 
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Diplomatic Security act. And then I give maybe points of contact in 
each buneauj certainly members of the PCC who made the decision to 
convene or to recommend convening an ARB. And I will usually give them 
contact information for those people so that they can start the process . 
But other than that, we don't get involved. We don't want to be seen 
as leading them in any way. So I know in that binder I prepared for 
them, I had those key personnel listed. 

Q Okay. Are you aware of whether there was a Department-wide 
effort to gather relevant documents regarding the Benghazi attacks that 
was then provided to the ARB? 

A I'm not. 

Q Do you know that that happened or whether that happened? 

A I don't know. 

Q Did you ever have discussions with regarding 

gathering information to provide to the ARB? 

A Only with regard to former ARB reports. 

Q And can you elaborate on that? I'm not sure I follow. 

A So they wanted a copy of, of course, my other bookend, the 

Nairobi-Dar es Salaam, and some of the ones on leddah, and maybe some 
of the Iraq ARB reports. 

Q Did they typically want ARB reports that dealt with an 
attack on a facility, as opposed to an assassination or other death 
of personnel? 

A Yes. Because that's why they didn't ask for Aman, for 
example, because that gentleman was killed in his driveway. So that's 
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why they focused on Iraq and Deddah. 

Q Okay. During this process of setting up the ARBj and the 
choice of to be the executive secretary to the ARB, did you 

have discussions with any of what I would call the 7th floor other than 
Patrick Kennedy and Ms. 

A I had conversations with Steve Mull as well, because he was 

unfamiliar with the process. So, yes. 

Q So he came in, and sat down, and said tell me about the ARB? 

A No. He called. And I went up and told him about prior 

ARBs. 

Q Okay. Anyone else out of the 7th floor. Chief of Staff 
Cheryl Mills, anyone else? 

A No. 

Q Okay. 

A I had an email exchange that I should probably say that I 

can remember with Wendy Sherman, because she was one of the ones, she 
had a position with us for the Dar es Salaam bombings. And she asked 
ARB-related questions because she knew that my office was involved in 
that as well. And although I personally wasn't, she knew that the 
office set up the ARBs. 

Q And what did she want to know from the East African Embassy 
bombing? 

A She was trying to refresh her memory, I think, about what 
the process is and, you know, whether there's a recommendation for 
another panel to be stood up afterwards. I think she was conflating 
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the ARB with the OPAP panel, which is the Overseas Presence Advisory 
Panel. And so I remember that exchange. 

Q And let me just follow on with that a little bit . Following 
the East African Embassy bombing report, was there some sort of 
subsequent review or company that was hired to look at certain 
management things? 

A There was the OPAP, the Overseas Presence Advisory Panel. 
And that's where we got the rightsizing legislation to do the footprint 
of our missions overseas. I'm sure many other things, but, as I 
mentioned, I wasn't involved to a great disagree. 

Q But you inherited it? 

A I did. 

Q Was that the organization that recommended that there 
should be an under secretary for Diplomatic Security? 

A I believe they did. 

Q Okay. But that recommendation was never implemented. Is 
that correct? 

A Right. It wasn't. 

Q Do you know why? 

A I would say no, at that time, I didn't know why. 

Q Have you subsequently learned, or have you learned what 
happened historically? 

A I think I learned over the past that the Department didn't 
think that was in their best interest. We have a limited number of 
under secretaries. And if we made an under secretary for Diplomatic 
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Security, you would have to take another one away . So you would have -- 

Q Or go to Congress and ask for another one? 

A Perhaps, yes. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q lust as a follow-up question, you said you inherited the 
Dar es Salaam ARB. Were you involved in drafting the report to 
Congress? 

A No. I was not. 

Q And who would be, who would have been? 

My boss the time, . 

Q But would you would have been involved in following through 
on the recommendations or the steps that the Department was taking to 
implement the recommendations of the ARB? 

A Not initially. Because I didn't take over that portfolio 
until it was well underway. 

Ms. Jackson . And I see that we have come to the end of my first 
hour. It's going quickly. So we're going to stop for a moment, take 
a break. And we will probably switch sides with our colleagues . We'll 
go off the record. 

[Recess . ] 

Ms. Jackson. All right. Let's go back on the record. It is 
about 11 minutes until 11. And we are going to continue with the 
minority questions, majority questions. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Go ahead and ask the minority. 


Ms. Jackson. I bet I could. 
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Ms. 


L Could I clarify something I said before. 


Ms. lackson. Absolutely. 

Ms. I think I mentioned that the PCC meets more often 

than I would like. And I wanted to put that in context. We only meet 
when something horrible has happened^ so if someone has lost their life 
or a limb or a sense -- and I just wanted to clear that up. Because 
my dayj if you can imagine^ is reading all the spot reports of what 
happened overseas. It's really not as uplifting as one might like. 
So I just wanted to put that in context. 

BY MS. lACKSON: 


Q The fact that you would have to consider an ARB means that 
a tragedy has occurred? 

A Absolutely. 

Q Yes, I can imagine that is not the fun part of your job. 

A Right. 

Q So, yes, we do understand that. And thank you for the 
clarification. 

A Sure. 

Q I just want to backtrack and ask a couple follow-up 
questions on some issues that we hit on in the first hour. And you 
had mentioned that one of your or had been one of your other duties, 
was to liaison or coordinate with Diplomatic Security over maybe policy 
issues, and that you would review them and things. 

Can you give us an example of what type of policy M/PRI would be 
involved in and reviewing before it would go out, or why you would have 
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to clean on it? 

A Sure. With regard to only DS or the portfolio? 

Q Let's start with DS. And I'll ask you if it's the same or 

different with other bureaus. 

A Okay. So each of the analysts^ the senior analysts in our 
of f ice j is given a portfolio of bureaus . Mine happened to be DS j H . R . j 
FSI. And every time they had a policy change j it comes through to the 
under secretary. 

And we are asked to take a look at itj make sure it makes sense^ 
make sure it's not in contrast to any Federal regulations j like^ in 
H.R. 's casOj it doesn't compete with OPM's regulations. And so that's 
the kind of review we give documents going up for the under secretary's 
decision . 

Q Can you give us an example of something that you had reviewed 
with regard to DS? 

A Yes. They proposed making a change so that DS agents j who 
are the cream of the crop of the DS populatiooj are entitled to carry 
two weapons. 

Q Okay. 

A And they were changing that. And I had to opine on whether 
this is a good idea or not. And it iSj so you do research on other 
law enforcement bodies andj you know, and other departments, and see 
if it's in line with their abilities. 

Q Okay. And is that a similar process for other bureaus? 

A Sure. A bureau, at OBO, budget and planning, all of those. 
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every bureau that comes under the M-family. 

Q Okay. One other thing that you mentioned early on was that 
in the rightsizing part of M/PRIj you would look at overall staffing 
at overseas missions to determine if they had the right complement of 
people. Did I understand that correctly? 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. And that would be the right number of foreign service 
officers and security? Would it encompass both of those? 

A It encompasses all agencies who have an overseas presence, 
so Treasury, Agriculture, DOD. So the post puts forward its country 
strategy plan . And so we look at that . And then we ' re looking 5 years 
out from the current day staffing. And this is done not only for new 
construction, but also for, on ad hoc, it's done every year 5 years 
for each post. 

So we have a cycle of reviewing every post for 5 years. It's also 
done for OBO new construction and space requirements. So within State, 
I think your question is, within State, I think that the political and 
econ officers are, their objectives are laid out in the country strategy 
plan. So we're looking more at the functions, the foreign affairs 
functions that are being accomplished. 

Q And for every overseas post you do this annually? 

A Every 5 years. 

Q Every 5 years? 

A Yes. Or in the case of new construction so that OBO knows 
how big to build the building. 
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Q With respect to embassies that are evacuated on closed in 
any way, would you get called in to do a neevaluation? 

A No. 

Q How about when they were, when you described doing it on 
an ad hoc basis, what would, what would warrant an ad hoc review? 

A If an agency was going to expand greatly their cohort, they 
would need to do what they call tightsizing, which is construction 
within the same footprint. And you would have to be sure that there 
were enough management people to take care of the customers who are 
now at post. 

Q In the year 2011, was the rightsizing part of M/PRI asked 
to weigh in at all with respect to Libya? 

Ms. Welcher . If you know. 

Ms. I wouldn't know that because I was not the manager 

director then. I was totally, I was GS-15 with my own portfolio. I 
didn't have any anything to do with rightsizing or innovation for that 
matter. 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q Who was in that position at the time? 

A The managing director? 

Q Uh-huh. 

A It would probably be 

Q Could you spell the last name? 

A She's now retired. But she was a Foreign 


Service OC. 
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Q Going back fon a moment to the various DS policies that you 
may have reviewed in 2011, do you recall a policy coming out of DS that 
anyone who went to Libya needed to have high-threat training, or the 
agents assigned to Libya needed to be high-threat trained, and the 
people assigned in Libya needed to have FACT training? 

A I was aware of that because I had both H.R. and FSI as a 
portfolio. 

Q And so those were the type of policies that you would have 
reviewed and weighed in upon? 

A Yes . 

Q What about issues like danger pay? 

A At the time, no. 

Q How would that, how would an increase in danger pay make 
its way through the hierarchy of the State Department? 

A Danger pay is done in the Bureau of Administration. And 
it's based on a certain set number of factors that's going on in the 
local area. 

Q Okay. 

A I didn't have a bureau at the time. 

Q So it's because you didn't have a bureau that you did not 

weigh in on that? 

A Right. 

Q Even though it may have been danger pay for the people 
assigned in Libya? 

A No -- right. 
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Ms. Betz . Can I just follow up neally quick? 

Ms. lackson. Sure. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q On the policies on high-thneat tnainingj and FACT trainingj 
for those personnel that were traveling to Libyaj did you have 
discussions with DS before you made the recommendationj or discuss 
those within the broader M-family? 

A We hadj we had meetings on FACT training itself and the 
capacity for^ you know, to, we had, over time, we've increased the 
number of people who have to take FACT training. 

So we've had many conversations over the last 5 years about how 
to roll this into the general population and how to do it so that it, 
you know, what am I trying to say, the capacity, I guess, of the training 
center to be able to do those. 

Q And was there a stated need for the personnel to be trained 

both on the DS side for high-threat training and FACT training? 

A Yes. Yes. 

Q And what were some of those discussions on the need for those 
personnel to be trained? Was there a concern? 

A I think there was a concern that people were being sent to 

places that they were not well trained in security. You know, up until 
we were in these dangerous places, we didn't need to know how to do 
a tourniquet. And we didn't know how to drive evasively. Because the 
world has changed now over the last decade and half, so I think we were 
trying to improve the comfort level of our people to be in these places. 
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Q So there was concern about the security environment and 
personnel being able to operate in those concerning environments? 

A I thinkj yes, I think we were trying to give people a level 
of comfort. Yes. 
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[10:59 a.m.] 

Ms. lackson. All night j let me return now to the Benghazi ARB. 
We had talked in the last, in the first hour about how this, the PCC 
had essentially a virtual meeting to decide whether to recommend an 
ARB. I would like to hand you what I have marked as exhibit 4 and ask 
you to review this document. 

[^^^1 Exhibit No. 4 

Was marked for identification.] 


BY MS. lACKSON: 


Q It's essentially one page. There is just one sentence on 
the back side of the page, and for the record, it is document No. 
C05394445. It is an email chain at the top, from Charlene Lamb to Scott 
Bultrowicz and others, reads : "Need an SBU summary of Benghazi today. " 

And I'm going to ask you about the email exchange at the bottom 
of the first page, which is an email from you to a 
on September 18, 2012. 

A Okay. 

Q And in this email exchange, you're writing 

who is 

A was the executive assistant to Eric Boswell, 

the Assistant Secretary for Diplomatic Security. 

Q So was she a person you reached out to when you wanted to 
communicate with DS? 

A Yes . 

Q And you write in here, and I quote: "M wants me to conduct 
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the ARB/PCC by email, if necessary, by COB today." And by "M, " who 
are you neferning to? 

A Patrick Kennedy, the Under Secretary for Management. 

Q And "COB," obviously, means close of business? 

A Yes . 

Q Had you been directed by Under Secretary Kennedy to conduct 

the PCC by email? 

A I would think so since I said that. Probably at the 8 
o'clock meeting that morning we would have discussed it. Oh, if 
necessary. 

Q Do you recall that you were directed to get it done that 
day either in person or by email? 

A I don't recall specifically the conversation, but you know, 

he was leaving it to me that everybody knew what had happened, and we 
felt like it met the criteria, so -- 

Q Okay. Following an ARB report, there is a separate report 
that goes to Congress. Is that correct? 

A Correct. 

Q Okay. And was there a separate report generated for the 
Benghazi ARB? 

A There was. 

Q And who did that? 

A My office did. 

Q Okay. And do you recall when it was submitted to Congress? 

A I don't know the date specifically, but it would have been 
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in 60 days after. We have a window where we declare our intentions 
to follow through with the recommendations. 

Q Okay. And did your office receive any input from persons 
outside of M/PRI in writing that report? 

A Wellj sure. We had to go to the people who are 
subject-matter experts and ensure thatj you knowj the steps forward 
that we would take to implement the recommendations. 

Q And describe that process for us. How do you --do you 
convene a group? Do you convene a task force? Who leads it? Does 
M/PRI lead it? Does someone else lead it? How does that work? 

A Well, we usually commit the people who know the lines of 
business that are involved in solving the recommendations, and we get 
their commitments to their timeframe, and then we start drafting, and 
we clear the drafts among the offices involved. 

Q Okay. And who was heading up the implementation of the 
recommendations from the Benghazi ARB? Within the State Department, 
who was leading that effort? 

A I believe it was headed by Steve Mull in this case. 

Q From the executive secretary? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And what do you base that belief on? 

A My remembrance that they had looked at the recommendations 

and broke them out into discrete subactions within the recommendations 
to go even beyond what the recommendation required. 

Q Okay. Were there any recommendations of the Benghazi ARB 
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that were not going to be implemented; that the decision was made not 
to implement them? 

A NOj they were all accepted. 

Q Okay. Do you recall a recommendation that there be 
separate minimum standards on physical security for high-threat posts? 

A I do recall that. 

Q Okay. And that one was accepted? 

A There are minimum standards. 

Q Are they the minimum standards for all buildings regardless 
of the threat level of the post? 

A They are all the same standard, the OSPB standard. 

Q Go ahead. 

A Overseas policy security board. 

Q Overseas Security Policy Board? 

A Yes . 

Q Was the Benghazi ARB to recommend that there be a higher 
level of minimum standards at high-threat posts? Do you recall that? 

A No, I don't. I don't recall it. 

Q Once an ARB concludes and issues its report, what happens 
to the records? 

A They are turned over to my office where they are kept 
separately in our office. 

Q Okay. And did that happen with the Benghazi ARB? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And can you just describe that process to us? How 
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do you get them? Do you box them up? Do you scan them? Where are 
they physically kept? 

A They are in our five-door 

Q I'm sorry. A what? 

A It's a safe. is the name brand. It's the most 

secure safe that we have. And they are in there under the records that 
we keep and standing up in ARBj the employment letters and minutes of 
the permanent coordinating committee. There are other documents that 
we then attach to the report of the Boards and then our response, in 
our report to Congress, in response to the Board recommendations. So 
all of it is neatly kept together. 

Q Okay. Now, do you keep a copy of all of the records that 
the ARB reviewed such as emails or policy manuals? 

A Oh, no. 


Q You don't do that? 


A No. 


Q Okay. And why not? 

A Because we have what they give us. 

Q And when you say "they give us," who is "they"? 

A The Board, the executive secretary and the OMS 
usually -- the office management specialist, they deliver the documents 
to us . 


Q Okay. 

A And, in this case, it was the report, and all of the 


appendices . 
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Q Okay. So you don't keep --do you keep summaries of 
interviews they have conducted or other documents that were reviewed^ 
or does anyone? 

A I don't. No. 

Q And have you ever for any ARB? 

A We have documentation like that for ARBs long past. 

When -- before emailSj when things are in longhandj interviews, that's 
how some of those paper files are still there from 1988. 

Q So, in the entire time that you managed the ARB process as 
the ARB staff officer, the State Department did not maintain the 
underlying records that were reviewed by an ARB? 

A No. I don't understand. It sounds like we didn't keep the 
records. We kept every record that they gave us. So they didn't give 
it to me. You know, I only have what was given to me if the State 
Department has them -- 

Q Okay. And, again, the executive secretary to the ARB would 
be one of the people who would make the determination as to what was 
turned over to your office? 

A Yes . 

Q Back to exhibit 1, under 12 FAM 034.2-5 on Classification 
Authority, 034.2-5. It says that the Board does not have original 
classification authority and that the director of M/PRI will exercise 
classification authority for materials originating from Board 
activities . 

Was that something that you did at the time after the Benghazi 
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ARB? 

A By that timej we had a director who came on board in late 
September of 2012^ so she exercised the classification for them. 

Q Okay. And for what, in particular, did the director of 
M/PRI review? Was it the report and the appendices, or was it other 
records that the ARB would have either created or reviewed? 

A No, it was just the report. 

Q Dust the report? 

A And the appendices. 

Q Okay. Do you know who would have exercised classification 
authority over records that were created by the ARB, such as interview 
summaries, or memorandums, and things like that? 

A No, I don't know. 

Q Okay. Do you know whether was an original 

classification authority within the State Department? 

A No, I don't. No. 

Q Okay. Staying with exhibit 1 on, I think it is the very 
last page on the implementation of the recommendations -- actually, 
it's 12 FAM 036.3 on Managing ARB Recommendations, starts on page 14 
of 15, goes into the last page. 

It's our understanding, and also from seeing the date of the 
12-8-2014 that this section was amended and changed in December 
of 2014. Is that correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And can you tell us what changed regarding the 
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management of ARB recommendations in December of 2014? 

A If I recall correctly^ it was paragraph Bj where Mj in 

coordination with P are responsible for implementation of the ARB 
recommendations . 

Q And how is that different from what it was before? 

A The involvement -- I think that was changed to include 

involvement of P. 

Q Okay. And how did M/PRI's role change then? Were there 
changes? 

A YeSj there were. In fact, each recommendation is now 
packaged up into an action MO sent to the seventh floor to -- that proves 
the evidence of its proposed status -- either closed or it's still in 
progress -- that M and P then acknowledge or agree to or send back 
additional questions. 

Q Okay. And what was the process then before? 

A The process before was a spreadsheet that I kept and with 
supporting material, either cables, or changed regulations, changed 
security policies that I just kept in a binder that I considered things 
closed. 

Q And what is the role of the Deputy Secretary for Management 
Resources with regard to the ARB recommendations? 

A We prepare reports for her, indicating which 
recommendations are open or closed or in progress. And that's new 
from -- since Benghazi. 

Q And how often do you do that report? 
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A We do a quarterly report, and it usually requires a briefing 
as well. So we bring her up to date. She has questions sometimes on 
the status of things. 

Q Okay. And without going into great detail, what 
recommendations remain open from the Benghazi ARB? 

Ms. Welcher . If you know. 


Ms. 


L I know of one or two, but I believe they are 


classified. And I wouldn't want to talk about them now. 


BY MS. 3ACKSON: 

Q All right. Other than those one or two that would be 
appropriate for a classified setting, is it your understanding that 
all of the other recommendations are closed? 

A I'm sorry. I think that they are. There are three that 
I know are still open for some degree or another, but because I'm 
separated from this day-to-day function, I can't -- I wouldn't want 
to say that they are. 

Q Okay. And when was the last time a report went to the Deputy 
Secretary regarding the status of the recommendations? 

A I think December or lanuary of this year. 

Q And is another quarterly report in process right now? 

A Sure, it is. Yeah. 

Ms . lackson . I think that's all the questions we have. So, with 
that, we thank you. We are going to take another break. It is 11:15. 
I did that in 26 minutes. So under a half an hour. So we are going 
to go off the record. 
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[Discussion off the necond.] 

EXAMINATION 

BY MR. REBNORD: 

Q We will go back on the record. The time is 11:24. 

Ms . j my name is Dan Rebnord . I'm with the Select Committee 

minority staff. I'm joined by my colleagues Susanne Grooms j Erin 
O'Brienj and on behalf of the Select Committee minority members j we 
would just like to thank you for appearing today voluntarilyj and for 
your many years of dedicated public service to our country. 

So thank you. 

A Thank you. It's my pleasure. 

Q I would just like to start by going back to a few discussions 
we had or you had with my majority colleagues in the first and second 
hours about the PCC that met following the Benghazi attacks. It's my 
recollection during the first hour that you had mentioned that the PCC 
met virtuallyj or via email. Is that correct? 

A Correct. 

Q And then you clarified during the last hour at the very 

beginning that the PCC met when something very serious or tragic had 
happened. Right? 

A Right. 

Q So I just want to be perfectly clear for the record that 
the PCC that met following the Benghazi attacks perhaps did so virtually 
because it waSj unfortunately^ obvious that Benghazi would require an 


ARB? 
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A Yes. It was obvious to all of us that it met the cnitenia. 

Q Okay. Thank you. I just wanted to be clean for the necond. 

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

Q So the part where you had to go through the process of doing 
the formal PCCj was that just a sort of a formulaic process? 

A YeSj we like to keep records of that decision. 

Q And so, at some point, it sounds like Ambassador or Under 

Secretary Kennedy directed you: We need to get that process done today 
so we can move on to the next step. Is that sort of how that would 
have happened? 

A Yes. I don't recollect exactly. It was a very busy time, 
but I think that's for the expediency of, you know, being -- doing what 
we need to do, yes. 

Q Because there never would have been a question in anybody's 
mind that the PCC would have met and then decided not to have an ARB? 

A No, this was a clear -- clear-cut. 

Mr. Rebnord. Okay. Thank you. That's very helpful. I would 
like to now introduce exhibit 5. 

[^^^1 Exhibit No. 5 

Was marked for identification.] 

Ms. Thank you. 

BY MR. REBNORD: 

Q And this is the State Department Office of the Inspector 
General September 2013 Special Review of the Accountability Review 
Board process. And we just have excerpts here, but it is still a fairly 
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lengthy document so I won't ask you to review the whole thing in the 
interest of time. But if I can turn your attention to the first full 
paragraph on page 14 , I believe, and I will just read it into the record, 
it says, quote: "In almost all instances, the selection of ARB members 
was made based on the recommendations submitted which M/PRI to the 
Secretary. In only two instances (Nairobi/Dar es Salaam and Benghazi) 
did the names of ARB members actually originate with the Secretaries 
and their senior advisors." 

So we have already talked about this a bit in the first and second 
hours. But is this consistent with your recollection that the names 
of potential Benghazi ARB members actually originated in the 
Secretary's office, and not from M/PRI? 

A That's my recollection, yes. 

Q Okay. And you had said also when outlining your 
background, that you joined the M/PRI office, I believe, in 1997? 

A Yes . 

Q Is that correct? 

A Yes, it is correct. 

Q So do you recall if the Nairobi/Dar es Salaam ARB operated 
in the same manner? 

A It's my understanding that it did, yes. 

Q Okay. Okay. And do you have any idea why that may have 
been the case? I believe you described the 1999 ARB and the Benghazi 
ARB as sort of celebrity ARBs? 

A Yes . 
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Q Do you have any understanding of why that may have been the 

case? 

A In my opinion -- and I, you knowj that's all I can give 
you -- they were such obvious tnagedieSj so pointed attacks on our 
diplomatic missions that it rose to that level, that it was 
all-consuming in our -- you know, the Nairobi/Dar was the State 
Department's 9/11, if you will. It was the first instance that we had 
been attacked to that degree, and it rose to the level of the Secretary ' s 
involvement . 

Q Okay. 

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

Q And so it was really, in your opinion, it sounds like it's 
the seriousness of the incident that made it important that the 
Secretary was -- and the Secretary's office would be personally 
involved? 

A In my opinion, as I said, I wasn't involved, but I know that 
it was just all consuming for my colleagues who were doing that. 

Q And when you talk about sort of the celebrity status, can 
you explain sort of what you mean by that? 

A Well, and I don't mean to be flip about it, first of all. 
That's probably a bad choice of words, but it's those people who have 
impeccable credentials, who have served overseas, who know what it's 
like to be under the advisory of the security professional in their 
day-to-day operations. It wouldn't do the Department any good to 
choose people who didn't have that understanding. And I think those 
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ane just chosen because of thein experience. 

Q And did you see that Admiral Crowe and Ambassador Pickering 
and Admiral Mullen were all of that sort of character? 

A And Admiral Crowe, in our terminology, is referred to as 
Ambassador because he served one of our ambassadors overseas. So it 
is not only his Navy career title that gave him those credentials, but 
serving as an ambassador would be very much akin to Ambassador 
Pickering. 

Q When you are talking about their impeccable credentials, 
do you sort of see that as giving them an enhanced credibility? 

A Yes . 

Q And then their report, therefore, being taken really 

seriously, I guess? 

A Yes, I would say. 

BY MR. REBNORD: 

Q Okay. And then if I can turn your attention back to the 
exhibit where we left off. The report goes on to say: "Many of those 
interviewed by the OIG team felt that the increased involvement of 
Department principals in the selection process would ensure that the 
prosed ARB membership properly reflects the background and skill sets 
needed as well as appropriate consideration of diversity." 

So it sounds from the report like the inspector general didn't 
find anything improper about the Secretary's office nominating members 
to serve on the Benghazi ARB, would you agree? 

A I would agree. 
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Q Okay. And, in fact, to the contrary, it sounds like the 
IG found that the increased involvement of Department principals when 
selecting potential ARB members would actually improve the ARB process? 

A Correct. 

Q Do you personally feel that there was anything improper 
about how potential Benghazi ARB members were generated by the 
Secretary's senior advisors instead of waiting to receive a list of 
potential candidates from M/PRI? 

A No, I don ' t feel that was - - at all took away from the product 
that they produced. 

Q Okay. And you felt that the five ARB members appointed to 
serve on the Benghazi ARB were well qualified with impeccable 
credentials -- 

A Yes . 

Q --as you say, to make recommendations to the State 
Department about how to improve the Department's security procedures 
and protocols? 

A Yes. I read their CVs, and I felt that they were certainly 
above and beyond anyone that I could reach. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms . Is that because sort of your list of people 
are people who had volunteered to you, so you sort of have a limited 
scope, and they were able to sort of ask anybody they wanted to? 

Ms. Yes, I think people take my calls, and I have a set 

questions that I ask them, but it would give them much more impetus 
to say "yes" if they got a call from someone on the seventh floor, I 
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would say. 

BY MR. REBNORD: 

Q As you may be aware, there are some who have alleged that 
the Secretary chose the members appointed to serve on the Benghazi ARB 
in order to insulate herself and other seventh floor principals from 
accountability or responsibility with respect to the Benghazi attacks. 

Do you have any reason to believe that Secretary Clinton appointed 
members to serve on the ARB in order to insulate herself and other 
seventh floor principals from accountability? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any reason to believe that the members appointed 
to serve on the ARB were selected by the Secretary because she thought 
they would protect her and other seventh floor principals from being 
held responsible for what happened in Benghazi? 

A No. 

Q Thank you. If I can now turn your attention back to exhibit 

3. And you had a discussion with my colleagues during the first hour 
about the first email that you sent on September 25th at 9:53 a.m., 
and I would just like to ask with respect to the line. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. We are on the last page of that. 

Mr. Rebnord. Oh, I'm sorry. 

Ms. Okay. All right. 

Mr. Rebnord. Okay. I'm sorry about that. 

BY MR. REBNORD: 

Q With respect to the line, "I would appreciate knowing how 
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this ARB is going to work since it is not going in the normal way," 
I believe that you had testified that you were expressing some concern 
about being able to file with the Federal Register on time. Is that -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- an accurate representation? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. So that line about how this isn 't going in the normal 

way didn't have anything to do with any impropriety of the ARB process? 

A Of course not. It was my -- the normal, as I knew it, and 
what I had to do next, I was trying to be timely and, you know, thorough, 
in what I needed to do. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms . Okay. So your concern was if they didn't 
give you the names, you couldn't meet the deadline for the Federal 
Registry? 


Ms. 



Correct . 


BY MR. REBNORD: 


Q And you had been, this is my sort of characterization, sort 
of the steward of the ARB since I think it was 1999? 

A Yes . 

Q Have you ever read the FAM in such a way that would prohibit 
the Secretary's office from nominating a list of potential ARB members? 
A No. It does not. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Or generating. 

Mr. Rebnord. Or generating. 

Ms. It does not preclude it. We do it as a service to 
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the Secretary. It's the Secretary's responsibility to appoint these 
folks . 

BY MR. REBNORD: 

Q Okay. Thank you. I would now like to turn your attention 
back to exhibit 5. And if I can turn your attention to the key findings, 
which are on -- or key judgments, excuse me, which are on page 1, and 
the first judgment or finding at the top reads, quote: "The 
Accountability Review Board process operates as intended, 
independently and without bias, to identify vulnerabilities in the 
Department of State's security programs." 

Would you agree with this inspector general finding? 

A Yes, I would. 

Q And did you ever have any reason to question the 
independence or integrity of the Benghazi ARB? 

A No. 

Q And was it your impression that the State Department, 
including seventh floor principals, took the ARB process seriously? 

A Yes, they take it seriously. 

Q So, for them, would you agree that the safety and security 
of diplomatic personnel was paramount, that that was the end objective 
of the ARB? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. During the first hour, you had made a reference to 
the fact that M/PRI maintained a list of potential ARB members and that 
you used to have the luxury of former ambassadors and other, perhaps. 
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Other career officials. They would reach out to you and say: If an 
ARB wouldj unfortunately^ need to be convened j I'm here to volunteer. 
Is that correct? 

A Yes, that is true. 

Q But that, perhaps, no longer is the case? 

A That, indeed, is no longer the case. 

Q Okay. And why is that? 

A If I could be frank. 

Q Please do. 

A They have seen what was done to a career ambassador --to 
Ambassador Pickering and others, and they are not at all interested 
in being treated in the same way. I had two occasions to have 
conversations with retired ambassadors who say: Take my name off your 
list. I won't go through that. If they did it to Tom Pickering, they 
will do it to me, and I'm not going to do it. 

Q When you say -- I know this is perhaps hard for you. These 
are friends of yours. When you say "what was done to Ambassador 
Pickering and Admiral Mullen," what do you mean by "what was done"? 

A I was told that they were treated very rudely and were 
second-guessed and examined very critically by, I guess, in the 
previous committee. And now this committee, that no one wants to be 
put through that. I didn't come to any of the -- I wasn't in the room 
at any of the closed-door sessions, so I don't know firsthand, but I 
was told that it was not something that people have the appetite for. 


BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 
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Q Is pant of the concern the repeated questioning of the 
integrity and credibility -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- of the Ambassadors? 

A YeSj it is very much that. People who have served their 
whole adult life for an organization and have given their best advice 
and guidance who have just been dismissed. 

Q And is part of the concern that serving on a future ARB will 
expose^ you knowj credible former ambassadors to political attacks? 

A Yes. And one has said to me that they wouldn't j they 
wouldn't even be a party to the writing of a report because having the 
Secretary as the customer, if you will, they are free to be frank and 
open. And to know that their words would have such scrutiny, they felt 
like they wouldn't be able to tell it like it is, if you will. 

BY MR. REBNORD: 

Q Is it your impression that subsequent congressional 
investigations of the Benghazi attacks have somehow affected the ARB 
process going forward? 

A It is my contention that it is. And this will play out in 
the next couple of weeks, because on March the 1st -- am I okay to say? 

Mr. Evers . As long as it is not classified. 

Ms. It is not classified. We lost two local staff at 

one of our missions March the 1st, and so I have been trying to get 
a list together should the PCC recommend an ARB, and I'm having no luck. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. You just can't find anyone who wants to 
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serve on it? 
Ms. 


No. 


Mr. Rebnord. Wellj thank you for that. Andj certainly^ our 
sympathies go out to the families of those victims who were lost in 
that attack. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms . What's the impact of having difficulty or 
not being able to find really qualified^ good people to serve on an 
ARB? 

Ms. It has been my experience over the^ you know, 

15 years that I have been doing this, that we change the policies at 
posts overseas. We change the security procedures, and, you know, as 
early on as when Mr. Foley was killed in his driveway, he was surveilled 
2 days and assassinated on the third day. So what did we learn from 
that? We learned to vary your routes to work, to vary your times. And 
so, in every one of these instances, we had clear procedures that are 
then implemented, not only at that post but worldwide. 

And if we don't have that close examination of what happened and 
what we can do to make it not happen again, we have lost all of that -- the 
ability to ensure the safety of our people overseas. 

BY MR. REBNORD: 

Q I would just like to ask you a couple of questions. There 
was some discussion in the previous hours about the appointment of the 
to serve as the Executive Secretary of the ARB, and I would 
just like to follow up with a couple of questions related to that. 

A Sure. 
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Q Did you have any reason to question Ms. 
independence or integrity as the Benghazi ARB executive secretary? 

A No, I didn't. 

Q Did Ms. ever indicate to you that the ARB was 

designed to insulate Secretary Clinton or other seventh floor 
principals? 

A No. 

Q Did Ms . ever indicate to you that the ARB was meant 

to whitewash what happened during the Benghazi attacks? 

A No. 

Q Okay. What I would like to do now is just ask you a series 
of public allegations that have been made related to the Benghazi 
attacks. What I'm asking for is whether you have any firsthand 
knowledge of the allegation. If yes, I will ask you to follow up. If 
no, just simply say so. And these are a little bit long, so I would 
ask you to just please bear with me and if you need me to repeat anything, 
please don't hesitate to let me know. 

A Thank you. 

Q Right, I'm sorry, whether you have any firsthand evidence 

to support the allegation, not whether you have any firsthand knowledge 
that the allegation was made. 

A Oh, okay. 

Q Yes. Okay. It has been alleged that Secretary of State 

Clinton intentionally blocked military action on the night of the 
attacks. One Congressman has speculated that Secretary Clinton told 
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Leon Panetta to stand down and this resulted in the Defense Department 
not sending more assets to help in Benghazi. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton ordered 
Secretary of Defense Panetta to stand down on the night of the attacks? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton 
issued any kind of order to Secretary of Defense Panetta on the night 
of the attacks? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged Secretary Clinton personally signed an 
April 2012 cable denying security to Libya. The Washington Post Fact 
Checker evaluated this claim and gave it four PinocchioSj its highest 
award for false claims. Do you have any evidence that Secretary 
Clinton personally signed an April 2012 cable denying security 
resources to Libya? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton was 
personally involved in providing specific instruction on day-to-day 
security resources in Benghazi? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton misrepresented 

or fabricated intelligence on the risks posed by Qadhafi to his own 
people in order to garner support from military operations in Libya 
in spring 2011. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton misrepresented 
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on fabricated intelligence on the risks posed by Qadhafi to his own 
people in order to garner support for military operations in Libya in 
spring of 2011? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the U.S. Mission in Benghazi 
included transferring weapons to Syrian rebels or to other countries. 
A bipartisan report issued by the House Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence found thatj quote^ "The CIA was not collecting and 
shipping arms from Libya to Syria/' and that they found no support for 
this allegation. Do you have any evidence to contradict the House 
Intelligence Committee bipartisan report findings that the CIA was not 
shipping arms from Libya to Syria? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the U.S. facilities in 

Benghazi were being used to facilitate weapons transfers from Libya 
to Syria or to any other foreign country? 

A No. 

Q A team of CIA security personnel was temporarily delayed 

from departing the Annex to assist the Special Mission Compound, and 
there have been a number of allegations about the cause of and the 
appropriateness of that delay. The House Intelligence Committee 
issued a bipartisan report concluding that the team was not ordered 
to stand down but that, instead, there were tactical disagreements on 
the ground over how quickly to depart. 

Do you have any evidence that would contradict the House 
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Intelligence Committee's finding that there was no standdown order to 
CIA personnel? 

A No. I don't. 

Q Putting aside whether you personally agree with the 

decision to delay temporarily or think it was the right decisionj do 
you have any evidence that there was a bad or improper reason behind 
the temporary delay of the CIA security personnel who departed the Annex 
to assist the Special Mission Compound? 

A No. 

Q A concern has been raised by one individual that in the 
course of producing documents to the Accountability Review Board, 
damaging documents may have been removed or scrubbed out of that 
production. 

Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials that were 
provided to the ARB? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
directed anyone else at the State Department to remove or scrub damaging 
documents from the materials that were provided to the ARB? 

A No. 

Q Let me ask these questions also for documents that were 
provided to Congress . Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State 
Department removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials 
that were provided to Congress? 
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A No. 

Q It has been alleged CIA Deputy Dinecton Michael Monell 
altered unclassified talking points about the Benghazi attacks for 
political reasons and that he then misrepresented his actions when he 
told Congress that the CIAj quote, "faithfully performed our duties 
in accordance with the highest standards of objectivity and 
nonpartisanship," end quote. 

Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Mike Morell gave 
false or intentionally misleading testimony to Congress about the 
Benghazi talking points? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Morell 
altered the talking points provided to Congress for political reasons? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged Ambassador Susan Rice made a, quote, 

"Intentional misrepresentation when she spoke on the Sunday talk shows 
about the Benghazi attacks." 

Do you have any evidence that Ambassador Rice intentionally 
misrepresented facts about the Benghazi attacks on the Sunday talk 
shows? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the President of the United States 

was, quote, "virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief on the night of the 
attacks" and that he was, quote, "missing in action." 

Do you have any evidence to support the allegation that the 
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President was virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief or missing in action 
on the night of the attacks? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that a team of four military personnel 
at Embassy Tripoli on the night of the attacks who were considering 
flying on the second plane to Benghazi were ordered by their superiors 
to, quote, "stand down," meaning to cease all operations. Military 
officials have stated that those four individuals were instead ordered 
to remain in place in Tripoli to provide security and medical assistance 
in their current location. 

A Republican staff report issued by the House Armed Services 
Committee found that there was -- found that, quote, "There was no 
standdown order issued to U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought 
to join the fight in Benghazi," end quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the conclusion of the House 
Armed Services Committee that there was no standdown order issued to 
U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight in 
Benghazi? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the military failed to deploy 
assets on the night of the attack that would have saved lives . However, 
former Republican Congressman Howard "Buck" McKeon, the former 
chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, conducted a review of 
the attacks after he which he stated, quote, "Given where the troops 
were, how quickly the thing all happened, and how quickly it dissipated. 



901 


75 

we probably couldn't have done more than we did." Do you have any 
evidence to contradict Congressman McKeon's conclusion? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the Pentagon had military 

assets available to them on the night of the attacks that could have 
saved lives, but that the Pentagon leadership intentionally decided 
not to deploy? 

A No. 

Q Ms. thank you for your time today. I would like 

to just give you the opportunity if there is anything else that you 
think the committee ought to know, should be investigating, anything 
else you would like to tell us while we have you here. 

A I think I have said enough. Thank you. 

Mr. Rebnord. Okay. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Thank you very much. We can go off the 
record. 

[Whereupon, at 11:52 a.m., the interview was concluded.] 
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EXHIBIT 1 

12 FAM 030 

ACCOUNTABILITY REVIEW BOARD (ARB) 

(CT:DS-232; 03-17-2015) 

( Office of Origin ; M/PRI ) 


12 FAM 031 GENERAL PROVISIONS 

12 FAM 031.1 Objective 

(CT:DS-158; 09-17-2010) 

The ARB process is a mechanism to foster more effective security of U.S. missions and 
personnei abroad by ensuring a thorough and independent review of security-reiated 
incidents. Through its investigations and recommendations, the Board seeks to 
determine accountabiiity and promote and encourage improved security programs and 
practices. In addition, the ARB mechanism enhances the integrity of the visa issuing 
process by determining accountabiiity in certain instances in which terrorist acts in the 
United States are committed by aiiens. 

12 FAM 031.2 Responsibilities 

(CT:DS-158; 09-17-2010) 

A Board wiii be convened for the express purpose of investigating oniy that incident or 
those incidents specified by the Secretary. A Board wiii examine the facts and 
circumstances surrounding the incident or incidents, and makes written findings in 
accordance with 12 FAM 035 . 

12 FAM 031.3 ARB Definitions 

(CT:DS-225; 12-08-2014) 

Act: The Omnibus Dipiomatic Security and Antiterrorism Act of 1986, as amended. 
ARB: Accountabiiity Review Board. 

Board: Accountabiiity Review Board estabiished under either Titie III of the Act (22 
U.S.C. 4831) or Section 140(c). 

COM: Chief of a U.S. mission. 

Committee: The ARB Permanent Coordinating Committee (ARB/PCC). 

Consular officer: Any individuai authorized to issue visas pursuant to Section 101(a) 
(9) of the Immigration and Nationaiity Act, 8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(9), and the 
Department's reguiations under 22 CFR 40.1(d). 

D: The Deputy Secretary of State. 

Days: Caiendar days. 

D-MR: The Deputy Secretary of State for Management and Resources. 
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DNI: The Director of National Intelligence. 

Department: The Department of State. 

Incident: A security-related incident or a visa incident. 

Individual: As defined in Section 303(a)(1)(B) of the Act (22 U.S.C. 4833(a)(1)(B)). 

Party: Any person invited, subpoenaed or otherwise required to participate in any 
investigation, hearing, or other official activity of a Board. 

Records of a Board: Documents and information, in any form, that are used or 
produced by a Board and which a Board believes should be included in its official 
records. 

Representative: A lawyer appearing at the witness' expense, or a lawyer who 
represents solely the interests of the witness testifying before an ARB. U.S. 
government lawyers who are obliged to represent the interests of their employer 
agencies are not "exclusive representatives" for purposes of these regulations. 

Secretary: The Secretary of State. 

Section 140(c): Section 140(c) of the Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 
1994 and 1995, Public Law 103-236, as amended by Section 1(d) of Public Law 103- 
415 (October 25, 1994) (8 U.S.C. 1182 note). 

Security-related incident: A case of serious injury, loss of life, or significant 

destruction of property at or related to a U.S. government mission abroad, or a case 
of a serious breach of security involving intelligence activities or a foreign government 
directed at a U.S. mission abroad (other than a facility or installation subject to the 
control of a U.S. area combatant commander). 

Visa incident: A terrorist act causing serious injury, loss of life, or significant 

destruction of property in the United States when there is probable cause to believe 
that an alien participated in the act, and when the alien was issued a visa contrary to 
applicable visa lookout procedures established by the Department. 


12 FAM 032 ORGANIZATION 

12 FAM 032.1 ARB Permanent Coordinating Committee 
(ARB/PCC) 

(CT:DS-217; 10-09-2014) 

a. Purpose: The ARB/PCC will, as quickly as possible after an incident occurs, review 
the available facts and recommend to the Secretary to convene or not convene a 
Board. (Due to the 1999 revision of the law requiring the Secretary to convene a 
Board not later than 60 days after the occurrence of an incident, except that such 
period may be extended for one additional 60-day period, the ARB/PCC will meet 
within 30 days of the incident if enough information is available.) In addition, the 
ARB/PCC will meet yearly to review the ARB process, existing policies and procedures, 
all past ARB recommendations, and ensure that any necessary changes are effected. 

b. Membership: The ARB/PCC will be composed of the following members: 

(1) The Director of the Office of Management Policy, Rightsizing and Innovation 
(M/PRI), who will chair the ARB/PCC; 
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(2) The Assistant Secretary for Diplomatic Security or the Principal Deputy; 

(3) The Senior Deputy Assistant Secretary for Intelligence and Research; 

(4) The Coordinator for Counterterrorism; 

(5) The senior deputy assistant secretary (or secretaries, as appropriate) of the 
relevant regional bureau(s); 

(6) One representative designated by and representing the DCI; and 

(7) The Deputy Assistant Secretary for Visa Services. 

c. Other participants: As a result of the State-Justice Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) dated September 20, 2001, the Department of Justice has been invited to 
attend PCC meetings. Also, as determined by the Chairperson, representatives of 
other offices and agencies may be invited to work with the ARB/PCC. 

d. Security ciearances: Members of the ARB/PCC must have the appropriate and 
necessary security clearances from the Department of State and, as necessary, from 
other departments and agencies before being granted access to classified information. 

e. Incident vetting process: To identify incidents that warrant convening the 
ARB/PCC, M/PRI will shepherd the following process: 

(1) Once M/PRI becomes aware of an incident overseas, the M/PRI Director, as Chair 
of the ARB/PCC, will consult with Diplomatic Security, the Office of the Legal 
Adviser, and other offices as appropriate, to evaluate whether the ARB statute 
criteria apply; 

(2) If deemed applicable, M/PRI will convene an ARB/PCC, allowing enough time for 
preliminary incident reports to be developed for consideration by the ARB/PCC; 

(3) If the applicability of the ARB statute criteria is questionable, an ARB/PCC will be 
convened; 

(4) If deemed not applicable, M/PRI will notify ARB/PCC members in writing, 
providing a summary of the incident and an explanation as to why the criteria do 
not apply. Members who disagree with this decision will have three business 
days upon receipt of notice to request that an ARB/PCC be convened. If such a 
request is made, M/PRI will convene a meeting of the ARB/PCC; otherwise, no 
ARB/PCC will be called. Members and their staffs will also be notified via 
telephone; 

(5) M/PRI will log all events involving loss of life, injury to personnel, or property 
damage, noting whether a PCC was convened and the reasons for doing so or 
not; and 

(6) On a quarterly basis, the ARB/PCC will notify the Secretary of all incidents that do 
not warrant convening the ARB/PCC. Examples of such an incident are property 
damage resulting from a security-related incident that does not have a high- 
dollar value or a very minor injury resulting from a security-related incident. 


12 FAM 032.2 The Board 

(CT:DS-162; 03-21-2011) 

a. Membership: See Section 302(a) of the Act, 22 U.S.C. 4832. 
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b. Background of members: Members must possess expertise that will contribute to 
the work of the Board (e.g., knowledge, experience or training in areas such as 
foreign affairs, law, security, embassy construction, intelligence, and other areas 
appropriate to the Board's work). In the case of a Board convened pursuant to a visa 
incident, at least one Board member must have had extensive experience as a 
consular officer and consular manager. Only in exceptional circumstances should 
Board members be current employees of the U.S. Government. 

c. Term of appointment: A member's term will begin upon the convening of the 
Board by the Secretary and will coincide with the duration of the Board's mandate. 

d. Security clearances: Members and staff must have the appropriate and necessary 
security clearances from the Department of State and, as necessary, from other 
departments and agencies, before being granted access to classified information. 

e. Inability to serve: Should a member be unable to continue serving after 
appointment, the Secretary may relieve that person from duty on the Board and 
appoint a replacement member or, in the case of the member appointed by the DNI, 
the DNI may relieve that member and appoint a replacement. 

12 FAM 032.3 ARB Staff 

(CT:DS-225; 12-08-2014) 

a. ARB Staff Officer: The Director of the Office of Management Policy, Rightsizing and 
Innovation (M/PRI) shall appoint a member of the M/PRI staff to be the ARB Staff 
Officer. The ARB Staff Officer will: 

(1) Oversee the ARB process and ensure that all policies and procedures relating to 
the ARB are adequate and up-to-date; 

(2) Serve as the institutional memory and primary point of contact within the 
Department for ARB matters; 

(3) Maintain all permanent files, rules, procedures, rosters, libraries, etc., for the ARB 
process, to include documenting all incidents involving loss of life, injury to 
personnel, or property damage regardless of whether the incidents meet the 
criteria under ARB statute, noting whether a PCC was convened and the reasons 
for doing so or not; 

(4) Coordinate the implementation process for ARB recommendations; 

(5) Manage the annual ARB/PCC review of all past ARB recommendations; and 

(6) Carry out ARB related staff work for the ARB/PCC. 

b. ARB Executive Secretary: When a Board is convened, M/PRI will name an 
Executive Secretary to coordinate and facilitate the work of that Board. The Executive 
Secretary will normally be a Senior Foreign Service officer or a retired Senior Foreign 
Service officer who is recommended by DGFIR/CDA. The tenure of the Executive 
Secretary will coincide with the tenure of the Board. 

c. Experts, consultants and support staff: As determined by the Board, the 
Department will provide the necessary experts, consultants and support staff to 
enable the Board to carry out its duties effectively and efficiently. S/ES-EX will 
provide a full-time dedicated administrative support coordinator (detailee or WAE) to 
assist the Executive Secretary of the ARB, as formalized in Administrative Notice No. 
05-02, dated February 22, 2005. 
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12 FAM 032.4 Assignment, Hiring, and Contracting 
Mechanisms 

(CT:DS-158; 09-17-2010) 

The full-time Administrative Support Coordinator appointed by S/ES-EX will work with 
the appropriate offices in the Department such as S/ES-EX, DGHR, A/OPR, etc., and is 
responsible for overseeing and coordinating the mechanisms to assign, hire and/or 
contract for the personnel and services required by a Board. The Coordinator will also 
ensure that all such personnel receive the necessary security clearances prior to 
assuming their duties. 

12 FAM 032.5 ARB Facilities, Services, and Supplies 

(CT:DS-158; 09-17-2010) 

a. As set forth in S/ES-EX Administrative Notice No. 05-02 dated February 22, 2005, 
S/ES-EX is responsible for providing a Board with necessary and appropriate office 
space, equipment, service, passes and permits, supplies and such other logistical 
support as a Board may require. 

b. S/ES-EX budgets and provides funding for ARB expenses. 

c. The ARB Staff Officer, as appropriate, coordinates the needs of a Board with the 
Administrative Support Coordinator in S/ES-EX. 

12 FAM 033 CONVENING, SELECTING, AND 
TERMINATING A BOARD 

12 FAM 033.1 Convening a Board 

(CT:DS-225; 12-08-2014) 

a. Written decision: The Secretary, in writing, makes the decision to convene a Board 
and sets forth the names of the Board's Chairperson and members, the purposes and 
jurisdiction of the Board (as established in Section 304 of the Act or, as appropriate. 
Section 140(c)), and its duration. The decision will be published in the Federal 
Register, or other similar document, if deemed appropriate by the Secretary. 

b. Deadlines for convening a Board: The Secretary must decide whether or not to 
convene a Board not later than 60 days after the occurrence of an incident, except 
that such 60-day period may be extended for one additional 60-day period if the 
Secretary determines that the additional period is necessary for the convening of the 
Board. 

c. Delays: The Secretary may delay the convening of a Board, if, after consultation 
with the chair of the Select Committee on Intelligence of the Senate and the chair of 
the Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence of the Flouse of Representatives, the 
Secretary determines that the establishment of a Board would compromise 
intelligence sources or methods. The Secretary must promptly advise the chairs of 
such committees of each determination to delay the establishment of a Board. 

d. Security-related incidents: 
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(1) A Board convenes, with respect to a security-related incident, only if the following 
two determinations are made; provided, however, that if these determinations 
are made, a Board need not be convened if the Secretary also determines that 
the case clearly involves only causes unrelated to security: 

(a) That the incident involved serious injury, loss of life, or significant destruction 
of property or a serious breach of security involving intelligence activities of a 
foreign government; and 

(b) That the incident occurred at or related to a U.S. government mission abroad 
(other than a facility or installation subject to the control of a U.S. area 
combatant commander); 

(2) The Secretary of State is not required to convene a Board in the case of an 
incident that involves any facility, installation, or personnel of the Department of 
Defense (DOD) with respect to which the Secretary has delegated operational 
control of security functions abroad to the Secretary of Defense pursuant to 
section 106 of the Act. In any such case, the Secretary of Defense will conduct 
an appropriate inquiry and report the findings and recommendations of such 
inquiry, and the action taken with respect to such recommendations, to the 
Secretary of State and Congress; and 

(3) Pursuant to Public Law 109-140, Public Law 111-117, and Public Law 113-76, the 
Secretary of State is not required to convene a Board in the case of an incident 
involving serious injury, loss of life, or significant destruction of property at or 
related to a U.S. Government mission in Afghanistan and which occurs in the 
period beginning on October 1, 2005 and ending on September 30, 2014. In the 
case of such an incident, the Secretary of State will promptly notify the House 
Committee on International Relations and the Senate Committee on Foreign 
Relations, conduct an inquiry of the incident, and submit to each such Committee 
a report on the findings and recommendations related to the inquiry and the 
actions taken with respect to such recommendations. Therefore, while the 
Secretary may decide to convene a Board in the case of such an incident, he or 
she also has the option of conducting a different type of inquiry. 

e. Visa incidents: A Board will be convened with respect to a visa incident only if the 

following three determinations are made: 

(1) That the incident involved a terrorist act causing serious injury, loss of life, or 
significant destruction of property in the United States; 

(2) That there is probable cause to believe that a specifically identified alien was a 
participant in the terrorist act; and 

(3) That the alien was issued a visa on or after May 1, 1996; at the time of visa 
issuance, the alien's name was included in the Department's Consular Lookout 
and Support System (CLASS) and that the visa was issued as a result of a failure 
by the consular officer to adhere to the procedures required to be followed by the 
inclusion of the name in such visa lookout system. 

f. Notification to Congress: Whenever the Secretary convenes a Board, the Secretary 

will promptly inform the chairman of the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 

Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives: 

(1) That a Board has been convened; 

(2) The membership of the Board; and 
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(3) Other appropriate information about the Board. 

12 FAM 033.2 Selection, Appointment, and Compensation 
of Members 

(CT:DS-217; 10-09-2014) 

a. Selection: The ARB Staff Officer maintains a iist of potentiai members. During the 
ARB/PCC's yeariy meeting the iist wiii be reviewed and updated. If the ARB/PCC 
recommends that the Secretary convene a Board, it wiii forward a iist of potentiai 
Board members to the Secretary for approvai. The ARB/PCC coordinates its activities 
in this area with the DNTs representative. 

b. Appointment: Members seiected by the Secretary and the DNI for appointment to a 
Board wiii, as necessary, be processed for empioyment purposes by S/ES-EX. 

c. Compensation: Members who are not Federai officers or empioyees, uniess they 
waive compensation, wiii be paid (per the statute) at a rate not to exceed the 
maximum rate of basic pay payabie for ievei GS 15, Step 10 of the Generai Scheduie 
(5 U.S.C. 5332) for each day (inciuding travei time) during which they are engaged in 
the actuai performance of Board duties. Members who are Federai officers or 
empioyees shaii receive no additionai pay for service on a Board. 

12 FAM 033.3 Timeframe of a Board 

(CT:DS-158; 09-17-2010) 

a. Initiating activities: A Board must begin its work within a reasonabie period of time 
foiiowing the Secretary's decision to convene the Board. 

b. Ample time: A Board must be given ampie time to conduct its investigations and 
write its report. 

c. Extension of time: Shouid a Board decide that the time aiiotted for its work is 
insufficient, it must appiy, in writing, to the Secretary for an extension of time. 

d. Termination: A Board's authority terminates on the date set forth in the Secretary's 
order convening the Board, or on a date as is subsequentiy set by the Secretary. 


12 FAM 034 BOARD POWERS AND PROCEDURES 
12 FAM 034.1 Powers of a Board and Chairperson 

(CT:DS-217; 10-09-2014) 

a. Board powers: In accordance with Section 303 of the Act, the Board has the 
authority: 

(1) With respect to any individuai to: 

(a) Administer oaths and affirmations; 

(b) Require that depositions be given and interrogatories be answered; and 

(c) Require the attendance and presentation of testimony and evidence by such 
individuai; 
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(2) With respect to persons not included under the Act's definition of individual to: 

(a) Administer oaths and affirmations; and 

(b) Require that depositions be given and interrogatories be answered; 

(3) Determine Board procedures for hearings, investigations and other such activities 
of the Board; 

(4) Issue subpoenas, where necessary and in accordance with Section 303(a)(3) of 
the Act; and 

(5) Make findings and recommendations as provided in Section 304 of the Act, or, as 
appropriate. Section 140(c). 

b. Powers of the Chairperson: The Board Chairperson has the authority to: 

(1) Regulate the course and conduct of Board activities, including but not limited to 
holding hearings and controlling their course and conduct; and 

(2) Designate, in writing, another member to act in his or her stead in case of 
temporary absence. 

12 FAM 034.2 Board Procedures 

12 FAM 034.2-1 Investigations 

(CT:DS-158; 09-17-2014) 

a. Venue: The Board may conduct its investigations, including hearings, within the 
United States or abroad. When appropriate and cost effective, the Board will make 
every reasonable effort to take sworn testimony within the continental United States 
(CONUS). 

b. Use of investigative personnel: The Board may use, subject to the concurrence of 
the sending office and/or agency, personnel from such entities as the Bureau of 
Diplomatic Security (DS) or the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) to assist its 
investigative activities. 

c. Noninterference with other authorities: The Department will notify the 
Department of Justice (DOJ), Office of Counterterrorism of any decision by the 
Secretary to convene an Accountability Review Board (ARB) shortly after such a 
decision is made. The Board will carry out its activities in a manner that does not 
interfere with or compromise the work of duly authorized authorities, such as law 
enforcement, security, intelligence or diplomatic activities, either U.S. or foreign. 

d. Clearance requirement abroad: Prior to undertaking any Board activities outside 
the United States, the Board must obtain the concurrence of the chief of mission 
(COM) or the Deputy Secretary of State for Management and Resources and, if 
deemed appropriate by the COM or the Deputy Secretary, of the host government to 
such activities. 

e. Conduct of activities abroad: Any Board activities undertaken abroad must be 
conducted in a manner consistent with local law and custom, as determined by the 
COM or the Department. Activities abroad will be closed to the public unless the 
Board desires they be open and the COM or the Department concurs. 


12 FAM 034.2-2 Evidence 
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(CT:DS-39; 08-15-1994) 

The Board may accept any evidence determined by the Chairperson to be reievant and 

materiai to the investigation. The Federai Ruies of Evidence are not appiicabie to the 

Board. 

12 FAM 034.2-3 Witness Rights 

(CT:DS-217; 10-09-2014) 

a. Representation: 

(1) Any person appearing before or meeting with the Board or a member(s) of the 
Board or responding to written questions issued by the Board, whether acting 
voiuntariiy or by subpoena and whether sworn or unsworn, is entitied to be 
accompanied and advised by an exciusive representative at the person's expense 
consistent with 12 FAM 031.3 . Foreign and Civii Service empioyee witnesses may 
be represented by the appropriate representation (e.g., the American Foreign 
Service Association— AFSA). Except to the extent that their presence is required 
by the DNI for the purpose of protecting sources and methods, the Board may 
bar from ARB proceedings government iawyers who are not the exciusive 
representatives of persons appearing before or meeting with the Board; 

(2) An empioyee assigned domesticaiiy who is notified to appear as a witness by the 
Board wiii, if the empioyee so requests, be granted 72 hours in order to obtain 
representation. Shouid the empioyee desire additionai time, a written request for 
such time may be made to the Chairperson; and 

(3) An empioyee assigned abroad who is notified to appear as a witness by the 
Board, and who wishes to be represented by someone other than an exciusive 
representative, may submit a written request to the Chairperson, requesting a 
reasonabie amount of time to obtain such representation. The amount of time 
granted by the Chairperson wiii depend on such factors as the scope of the ARB 
process, the iimits of the empioyee's expected testimony, and the feasibiiity of 
obtaining counsei at that iocation. 

b. Advising: 

(1) Witnesses responding to or appearing before the Board or a member(s) of the 
Board must be given reasonabie written notice of the proceeding's time, piace 
and nature. They must aiso be advised, in writing, of the authority under which 
the proceeding is being conducted and the purpose(s) to which the information 
they give may be used. Finaiiy, the witnesses are to be advised of their iegai 
right to refuse to answer seif-incriminating questions and of their right to have 
counsei present; and 

(2) The Department must notify post empioyees concerning their rights in connection 
with ARB investigations prior to the arrivai of the ARB investigative team at post. 

c. Travel expenses: 

(1) Subpoenaed witnesses wiii be paid the same fee and miieage aiiowances paid to 
subpoenaed witnesses in the courts of the United States; 

(2) The Department wiii pay the travei and per diem expenses, at U.S. government 
rates, for one exciusive representative to travei to the iocation abroad, whenever 
an ARB conducts activities abroad invoiving empioyees; and 
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(3) Travel expenses of a representative of a witness other than the witness' exclusive 
representative will be the responsibility of that witness. 

d. Presentations: Subject to 12 FAM 034.2-2 . a witness has the opportunity to bring to 
the Board's attention, areas of inquiry, material, and the names of additional potential 
witnesses. 

12 FAM 034.2-4 Confidentiality and Safeguarding of Classified 
Information 

(CT:DS-217; 10-09-2014) 

a. Adopting procedures: (See 22 U.S.C. 4833.) Such procedures must ensure the 
protection of classified information and administrative confidentiality of testimony 
affecting personal privacy or ongoing criminal investigations. In addition, the Board 
will take care to protect Sensitive But Unclassified (SBU) information, such as security 
policies and procedures. 

b. DNI role: DNI will establish the level of protection and standards required for 
intelligence information, including appointing a representative, as necessary, to 
attend Board activities where classified intelligence information might be used. 

12 FAM 034.2-5 Classification Authority 

(CT:DS-158; 09-17-2010) 

The Board does not have original classification authority. The Director of M/PRI will 

exercise classification authority for materials originating from Board activities. 

12 FAM 034.2-6 Records 

(CT:DS-217; 10-09-2014) 

Records pertaining to Board activities and proceedings will be kept by the ARB Staff 

Officer and the DNI in accordance with 22 U.S.C. 4833(c). 


12 FAM 035 FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
12 FAM 035.1 Findings 

(CT:DS-158; 09-17-2010) 

a. Examination: A Board will examine the facts and circumstances surrounding the 
security-related incident or a visa incident. 

b. Written submission: In its report to the Secretary, a Board makes written findings, 
which may be classified, as necessary. 

12 FAM 035.2 Recommendations 

12 FAM 035.2-1 Program Recommendations 

(CT:DS-217; 10-09-2014) 
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a. See 22 U.S.C. 4834(b). 

b. Confidentiality: In its program recommendations, the Board takes care to safeguard 
ciassified information and afford such information the required measure of protection. 
In addition, any sections of such recommendations affecting personai privacy or 
ongoing iaw enforcement investigations wiii receive appropriate confidentiaiity and 
other appiicabie protections necessary under iaw. 

12 FAM 035.2-2 Personnel Recommendations 

(CT:DS-217; 10-09-2014) 

a. Requirement: See 22 U.S.C. 4834(c). 

b. Standard for determination: 22 U.S.C. 4834(c). 

c. Confidentiality: In its personnei recommendations, the Board wiii take care to 
safeguard ciassified information and afford such information the required measure of 
protection. In addition, any sections of such recommendations affecting personai 
privacy or ongoing iaw enforcement investigations wiii receive appropriate 
confidentiaiity and other appiicabie protections necessary under iaw. 

d. Signatures and dissent: Each personnei recommendation must be signed by aii 
members, thus signifying their support for and agreement with the recommendation. 
In cases where a member dissents from part or aii of such a recommendation, that 
member may submit written dissenting views. Any such dissenting views must be 
attached to the recommendation and signed by the dissenting member. 

e. Notification of the head of agency or instrumentality: The Board must send a 
separate notification on each individuai who is the subject of a personnei 
recommendation to the head of agency or instrumentaiity concerned. Such 
notification must contain, at a minimum: 

(1) The Board's findings of reasonabie cause, together with aii reievant evidence 
supporting such findings; 

(2) The Board's recommendations concerning investigatory or discipiinary action; and 

(3) Any dissenting views. 

f. Notification of the individual: The Board must send notification to each individuai 
who is the subject of a personnei recommendation. Such notification must contain, at 
a minimum, a covering statement informing the individuai that: 

(1) The Board is acting pursuant to Section 304(c) of the Act or as the case may be. 
Section 140(c); 

(2) The report does not represent the initiation of discipiinary or other adverse action 
against the individuai; and 

(3) The decision to initiate discipiinary or other adverse action against the individuai 
rests with the individuai's empioying agency, or other competent authority. 


12 FAM 036 REPORTS 
12 FAM 036.1 Types of Reports 
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(CT:DS-225; 12-08-2014) 

Section 304 of the Act envisages three types of reports that generaiiy wiii aiso be 

appropriate under Section 140(c): 

(1) A Board's report to the Secretary on its findings and any program 
recommendations; 

(2) The Secretary's report to the Congress on any program recommendations and 
the actions taken on them; and 

(3) Report(s) to the Congress by the head(s) of the concerned agency(ies) or 
instrumentaiity(ies) on any personnei recommendations. 

12 FAM 036.2 The Board's Report to the Secretary 

(CT:DS-225 12-08-2014) 

a. Content: The Board's Report to the Secretary inciudes the Board's findings, any 
program recommendations and, regardiess of agency or instrumentaiity concerned, 
any personnei recommendations. The report must be based upon a consideration of 
the entire record of information obtained by the Board. 

b. Confidentiality: In its Report to the Secretary, the Board takes care to safeguard 
ciassified information and afford it the measure of protection required. In addition, 
sections of the Report affecting personai privacy or ongoing iaw enforcement 
investigations wiii receive appropriate confidentiaiity and other appiicabie protections 
required under iaw. 

c. Signatures and dissent: Aii members must sign the Board's report and thereby 
signify their support for and agreement with the report. In cases where a member 
dissents from any of the findings or recommendations, that member may submit 
written dissenting views. Any such dissenting views must be attached to the Board's 
report and signed by the dissenting members. 

12 FAM 036.3 Managing ARB Recommendations 

(CT:DS-225; 12-08-2014) 

a. Acceptance of recommendations: The Secretary of State, or his/her designee, wiii 
determine what actions shouid be taken with respect to the recommendations. The 
Deputy Secretary of State for Management and Resources wiii oversee the 
Department's progress on ARB impiementation. 

b. Implementation: The Under Secretary for Management, in coordination with the 
Under Secretary for Poiiticai Affairs, is responsibie for impiementation of ARB 
recommendations. On behaif of the Secretary and other Department principais, 

M/PRI wiii coordinate and track recommendations and manage the overaii 
impiementation process. M/PRI wiii report progress on ARB impiementation to the 
Deputy Secretary for Management and Resources. 

c. Annual Implementation Status Review: The ARB/PCC wiii review aii past 
recommendations on an annuai basis and provide a report to the Under Secretaries 
for Poiiticai Affairs and Management, providing the impiementation status of aii past 
recommendations, and noting any trends. The report wiii aiso be provided to the 
Deputy Secretary and Deputy Secretary of State for Management and Resources. 
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d. Closing recommendations: The Under Secretary for Management will determine 
the status of a recommendation. 

12 FAM 036.4 Reports to Congress 

(CT:DS-232; 03-17-2015) 

a. Program recommendations: Per the ARB statute, the Secretary will, not later than 
90 days after the receipt of a Board's program recommendations, submit a report to 
the Congress on each such recommendation and the action taken or intended to be 
taken with respect to that recommendation. The report shall be sent to the Speaker 
of the House and the President Pro Tempore of the Senate; the Chairperson and 
Ranking Member of the Senate and House Appropriations Committees, the 
Subcommittee on State and Foreign Operations; and the Chairperson and Ranking 
Member of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and House Foreign Affairs 
Committee. 

b. Personnel recommendations: The head of the Federal agency or instrumentality 
receiving a report from a Board that contains a finding of reasonable cause under 
Section 304(c) of the Act or Section 140(c) will, not later than 30 days after receiving 
that finding, transmit to the Congress a report specifying: 

(1) The nature of the case and a summary of the evidence transmitted by the Board; 
and 

(2) The decision by the Federal agency or instrumentality to take disciplinary or other 
appropriate action against that individual or the reasons for deciding not to take 
disciplinary action or other action with respect to that individual. 

c. Distribution of copies of reports on personnel recommendations: A copy of 
each personnel recommendation report to the Congress will be sent to the Secretary 
of State and, if applicable, the head of the agency of said personnel. In addition, a 
copy of such a report will be sent to the individual concerned, provided that doing so 
does not violate the employing agency's own procedures or regulations. 


12 FAM 037 THROUGH 039 UNASSIGNED 



916 


EXHIBIT 2 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject 


stole. gov> 

Saturday, September 15, 2012 6:31 PM 
Kennedy, Patrick F <KennedyPF@state.gov> 
RE: ARB Records 
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Thanks, 

Steve 
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EXHIBIT 3 

State. goy> 

Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2012 4:32 PM 

To: Kennedy, Patrick F <KennedyPF@slate.gov>;^^^H 

state. gov> 

Subject RE: the ARB Members? 



SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 

From: Kennedy, Patrick F 

Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2012 10:08 AM 
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Subject: RE; the ARB Members? 


Understood 


My ref was to being ''of oounsei’' lo iheni 


lUegards 



Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2012 10:04 AM 

To: Kennedy, Patrick F 

Subject: FW : the ARB Members? 


Pat - 


Ftirther lo our coirversaiion before aboui the ARB, V/e do not typically provide staff to the 
ARB. M'y positions ss called the ARB ofRcer since 1 do the work to stand op the ARB and 
the report to Coirgress. 


Please lot rne know it this one be anything different. 
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SBU 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From| 

Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2012 9:59 AM 
To: 

Subject: RE: the ARB Members? 



F r 0 m : 

Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2012 9:53 AM 

To 

Subject: RE: the ARB Members? 



There is rs.o one frord M/PRI derailed to help the A.RB. Once they costvedo, tve lottbcni do their 
wor.k after a nrorning of brie.fings. 'Fbe Hxec Sec is the bridge bctv/eco the ARB ao.d the 
Departmerst, otherwise it wodld appear thai we are gaidmg the review. 


S.’BS-B.X doer, provide logleticai support and a coulract OMS is being 
^^^H'wbieb is wby she needs a start dale. L/M advises the Board a;-; 


procured b)'] 
necessaty. 
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This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From:| 

Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2012 9:42 AM 


Subject: RE: the ARB Members? 



From: 

Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2012 9:27 AM 

T o : 

Subject: RE: the ARB Members? 


Okay - we're staiidirig by to help. J'ust keep in niind. 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From| 

Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2012 8:35 AM 


Subject: RE: the ARB Members? 



F r 0 m : 

Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2012 7:58 AM 
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Stephen D 

Subject: the ARB Members? 


Dear Colleagues: 


Just a reminder -- the Federal Registry notice takes three work days to be published which means 
that I will need the names of the ARB members and the rest of the information by Wednesday 
morning if they will be starting work on Monday October 1. 


I would appreciate knowing how this ARB is going to work since it is not going in the normal 
way. Can we talk this morning or tomorrow morning about the roles/responsibilities? 


Thanks - 




Managing Director 

Office of Management Policy, 

Rightsizing and Innovation 
IIST Room 5214 
202-647-0768 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 
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REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


Lamb, Charlene R. 

Tuesday, SeptembeMS^OI^^OS PM 
Bultrowicz. Scott P;^^^^^^^|Boswell. Eric J;| 


RE: need a SBU summary of Benghazi today... 


From: Bultrowicz, Scott P 

Sent^uesday^eptember 18, 2012 1:04 PM 

To; Boswell, Eric J; Lamb, Charlene R.; 1 

Cc: 

Subject: RE: need a SBU summary of Benghazi today... 


Please hove IP take the lead on the drafting 


- should have TIA/PII 


Sent: Tuesday, September 18, 2012 11:56 AM 
To; Boswell. Eric 3: Bultrowicz. Scott P: Lamb. Charlene R. 

Cc: 

Subject: FW: need a SBU summary of Benghazi today... 

Per M (and my telcon with - we need to produce our SBU summary Benghazi by this afternoon 
so the PCC can review this evening. 


SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From: . 

Sen t; Tuesday, Sept ember 18, 2012 11:46 AM 

Subject: need a SBU summary of Benghazi today... 

M wants me to conduct the ARB/PCC by email if necessary by COB today. 


Office of Management Policy, Rightsizing and Innovation (M/PRI) 

HST - Room 5214 
202-647-0550 

STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED T^ HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 
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REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 



2 

STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 
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EXHIBIT 5 

SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIED 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
AND THE BROADCASTING BOARD OF GOVERNORS 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 


ISP-I-13-44A 


Office of Inspections 


September 2013 


Special Review of the 
Accountability Review Board Process 


IMPORTANT NOTICE; This report is intended solely for the official use of the Department of State or the 
Broadcasting Board of Governors, or any agency or organization receiving a copy directly from the Office of 
Inspector General. No secondary distribution may be made, in whole or in part, outside the Department of State or 
the Broadcasting Board of Governors, by them or by other agencies of organizations, without prior authorization by 
the Inspector General. Public availability of the document will be determined by the Inspector General under the 
U.S. Code, 5 U.S.C. 552. Improper disclosure of this report may result in criminal, civil, or administrative penalties. 


SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIED 
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SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIED 

PURPOSE, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 
OF THE INSPECTION 

This inspection was conducted in accordance with the Quality Standards for Inspection 
and Evaluation, as issued in 2012 by the Council of the Inspectors General on Integrity and 
Efficiency, and the Inspector’s Handbook, as issued by the Office of Inspector General for the 
U.S. Department of State (Department) and the Broadcasting Board of Governors (BBG). 

PURPOSE AND SCOPE 

The Office of Inspections provides the Secretary of State, the Chairman of the BBG, and 
Congress with systematic and independent evaluations of the operations of the Department and 
the BBG. Inspections cover three broad areas, consistent with Section 209 of the Foreign Service 
Act of 1980: 

• Policy Implementation: whether policy goals and objectives are being effectively 
achieved; whether U.S. interests are being accurately and effectively represented; and 
whether all elements of an office or mission are being adequately coordinated. 

• Resouree Management: whether resources are being used and managed with maximum 
efficiency, effectiveness, and economy and whether financial transactions and accounts 
are properly conducted, maintained, and reported. 

• Management Controls: whether the administration of aetivities and operations meets the 
requirements of applicable laws and regulations; whether internal management controls 
have been instituted to ensure quality of performance and reduce the likelihood of 
mismanagement; whether instances of fraud, waste, or abuse exist; and whether adequate 
steps for detection, correction, and prevention have been taken. 

METHODOLOGY 

In conducting this inspection, the inspectors: reviewed pertinent records; as appropriate, circulated, 
reviewed, and compiled the results of survey instruments; conducted on-site interviews; and 
reviewed the substance of the report and its findings and recommendations with offices, 
individuals, organizations, and activities affected by this review. 


SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIED 
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SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIED 



United States Department of State 
and the Broadcasting Board of Governors 

Office of Inspector General 


PREFACE 


This report was prepared by the Office of Inspector General (OIG) pursuant to the 
Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended, and Section 209 of the Foreign Service Act of 1980, 
as amended. It is one of a series of audit, inspection, investigative, and special reports prepared 
by OIG periodically as part of its responsibility to promote effective management, 
accountability, and positive change in the Department of State and the Broadcasting Board of 
Governors. 

This report is the result of an assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of the office, 
post, or function under review. It is based on interviews with employees and officials of relevant 
agencies and institutions, direct observation, and a review of applicable documents. 

The recommendations therein have been developed on the basis of the best knowledge 
available to the OIG and, as appropriate, have been discussed in draft with those responsible for 
implementation. It is my hope that these recommendations will result in more effective, efficient, 
and/or economical operations. 

I express my appreciation to all of those who contributed to the preparation of this report. 


Harold W. Geisel 
Acting Inspector General 


ii 

SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIED 
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SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIED 
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SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIED 


Key Judgments 

• The Accountability Review Board process operates as intended — independently and 
without bias — to identify vulnerabilities in the Department of State’s security programs. 

• The Department of State has neither a conceptual framework nor a process for risk 
management. There is no one person or office specifically tasked to oversee the 
assessment of risks in critical, high-threat locales and weigh those risks against the U.S. 
Government’s policy priorities to determine if the strategic value of the program 
outweighs the associated risk. 

• Follow-through on long-term security program improvements involving physical 
security, training, and intelligence sharing lacks sustained oversight by Department of 
State principals. ' Over time the implementation of improvements slows and in some 
cases institutional focus shifts, explaining, in part, why a number of Benghazi 
Accountability Review Board recommendations mirror previous Accountability Review 
Board recommendations, further underscoring the need for the involvement of the 
Department of State principals in order to ensure that implementing actions are sustained. 

• The current system for identifying and classifying serious security incidents does not 
provide the Department of State with the comprehensive information it needs to 
determine which incidents might rise to the level of an Accountability Review Board. As 
a result, the Department of State has missed opportunities to draw lessons from events 
that could improve security programs and enhance security for the entire foreign affairs 
community. 

• The Department of State is making progress implementing the Benghazi Accountability 
Review Board recommendations. Many of them have worldwide applicability and remain 
to be fully institutionalized. 

• The implementation of Accountability Review Board recommendations works best when 
the Secretary of State and other Department of State principals take full ownership and 
oversight of the implementation process. 

• The Benghazi Accountability Review Board proposed the introduction of a new authority 
that would enable future Boards to recommend that the Department of State take 
disciplinary action in cases of unsatisfactory leadership performance related to a security 
incident. The Department of State plans to revise the Foreign Affairs Manual and request 
that Congress amend the applicable statute to incorporate this change. 

• The Benghazi Accountability Review Board recommended the establishment of two 
review panels: one to examine the organization and management structure of the Bureau 
of Diplomatic Security and the other to advise the Department of State on best practices 
employed by other organizations. The potential benefits of these reviews will only be 
fully realized if they are widely shared and discussed within the Department of State. 


^ Department of State principals are the Secretary, deputy secretaries, and under secretaries. 
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• The Department of State has taken steps to fill gaps in information sharing, both domestic 
and overseas. However, important technology issues that would significantly enhance 
information sharing are still in process, with the associated costs still to be determined 
and funded. Moreover, there is currently no established system for ensuring that 
assessments of security at high-threat and other posts benefit from inputs from all 
available diplomatic and intelligence sources. 


All findings and recommendations in this report are based on conditions observed during the on- 
site review and the standards and policies then in effect. The report does not comment at length 
on areas where the OIG team did not identify problems that need correction. 

The inspection took place in Washington, DC, between April 15 and August 13, 2013. 


[Redacted] (b) (6) 


conducted the inspection. 
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Introduction 

“In 2000, responding to a number of security-related incidents and working to find the right 
balance between programs and security in embassies, I directed my staff to begin working with 
Congress to authorize within the Department a new Deputy Secretary or Under Secretary 
position that would be dedicated to security and associated issues. ” - Secretary Madeline 
Albright 

“This is my report and these are my people. ” - Secretary Colin Powell 

“My biggest concern was knowing what happened and wanting people to feel that the ARB was 
about learning what happened in order to improve processes and procedures. As part of my 
regular conversations with the head of DS and others, I made sure that DS was implementing 
ARB recommendations. The process worked pretty well for the more routine incidents, but an 
event of this magnitude like Benghazi, with White House involvement, the Department’s internal 
process isn ’t enough. ” - Secretary Condoleezza Rice 

"My experience reinforced that the Office of the Deputy Secretary for Management and 
Resources — where considerations of policy and security converge for the purposes of ensuring 
oversight and accountability — should be the locus for driving implementation of significant ARB 
recommendations. " - Secretary Hillary Clinton 

The Department of State (Department) Office of Inspector General (OIG) undertook a 
review of the process by which Accountability Review Boards (ARB/Board) are established, 
staffed, supported, and conducted as well as the measures to track implementation of ARB 
recommendations. The team reviewed all 12 ARBs between 1998 and 2012 to evaluate the 
Department’s compliance followup process, including the methodology used and how well it has 
tracked and monitored the implementation of ARB recommendations. The OIG team also 
reviewed the Department’s progress regarding implementation of the 29 recommendations issued 
in the Benghazi ARB report. 

The ARB process was established by an Act of Congress^ to serve as a mechanism of the 
Secretary of State (Secretary) to help safeguard the employees of the Department and other 
personnel assigned to U.S. diplomatic missions abroad. When an incident results in the 
convening of an ARB, the ARB investigates what happened and issues recommendations aimed 
at preventing future incidents. The OIG team found that the process works best when the 
Secretary takes a personal interest in the report and the implementation of recommendations. 

The OIG team interviewed the four secretaries who held office between 1998 and 2012. 
All stated that the ARB process was an effective tool that could provide the Department with 
important lessons for enhancing the security and safety of U.S. diplomatic facilities and 
employees. The interviews revealed that the secretaries had engaged actively in the ARB process 
and had taken the ARB and the resulting recommendations with utmost seriousness. Without 
exception, the former secretaries voiced strong support for an ARB process that was robust and 
independent. When interviewed by the OIG team, the secretaries indicated that they were careful 
to ensure that their own actions did not compromise the independence or integrity of the process. 

^ The Omnibus Diplomatic Security and Antiterrorism Act of 1986, as amended. 
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The secretaries also indicated that they took personal responsibility for the findings and 
recommendations of ARB reports, for overseeing the preparation of their own required reports to 
Congress, and for initiating calls to action by the Department to implement recommendations. 

While endorsing the ARB process as an important internal investigative tool for the 
Department, two former secretaries raised questions as to whether the process is sufficiently 
robust for handling investigations of major, complex incidents, especially those in which the 
interests and actions of several agencies were involved. The OIG team deemed this an important 
issue but one that was beyond the scope of this review. 

With the exception of the Nairobi/Dar es Salaam and Benghazi ARBs, responsibility for 
implementing ARB recommendations was largely delegated to the bureaus and offices most 
directly concerned, notably the Bureau of Diplomatic Security (DS). The OIG team was not able 
to identify an institutionalized process by which the Secretary or Deputy Secretary engaged 
beyond the drafting and submission of the Secretary’s legislated report to Congress. Some 
former secretaries and deputy secretaries, in fact, had engaged in conversations with under 
secretaries and assistant secretaries on how recommendations should be implemented. The 
common expectation, however, was that implementation should be handled by the regular chain 
of command in the bureaus directly concerned. With respect to both the Nairobi/Dar es Salaam 
and Benghazi reports, initial responsibility for overseeing the implementation process was 
assigned to a Department principal, reflecting the magnitude of those events and their policy and 
budgetary implications. These cases, however, were exceptions. There has not been a formal 
followup process overseen by a Department principal or his/her staff for the implementation of 
recommendations. Nor has there been an institutionalized process for ensuring that 
recommendations, coupled with lessons learned, are shared effectively and used to contribute to 
improved security practices throughout the Department. 

All four former secretaries described the inherent tug of war between risks and rewards as 
the Department conducts its business in dangerous places around the world. Typically, the strong 
preference among those responsible for advancing U.S. policy objectives is to keep posts open 
whenever possible, even in dangerous places, while those officials responsible for security give 
priority to the risks and the possibilities for harm. Within the Department, these sometimes- 
contradictory positions tend to be represented respectively by the Under Secretary of State for 
Political Affairs and the Under Secretary of State for Management. For that reason, two former 
secretaries were strongly of the view that responsibility for reconciling these perspectives should 
be vested at the deputy secretary level. Indeed, one former Secretary told the OIG team that this 
concern was at the heart of the original proposal to create a second deputy secretary position, one 
that would have as a principal responsibility overseeing and reconciling these competing 
interests of policy and security on a daily basis. 
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Background 

“The Accountability Review Board (ARB) process is a mechanism to foster more effective 
security of U.S. missions and personnel abroad by ensuring a thorough and independent review 
of security-related incidents. Through its investigations and recommendations, the Board seeks 
to determine accountability and promote and encourage improved security programs and 
practices. In addition, the ARB mechanism enhances the integrity of the visa issuing process by 
determining accountability in certain instances in which terrorist acts in the United States are 
committed by aliens. - 12 Foreign Affairs Manual 031.1 

In 1985, the Report of the Secretary of State’s Advisory Panel on Overseas Security, also 
known as the Inman Report, recommended that the Department establish a procedure to convene 
a board of inquiry to review security-related events. The ARB statute was promulgated in 
response to this recommendation and requires the Secretary, with some exceptions, to convene 
an ARB in any case of serious injury, loss of life, or significant destruction of property, at, or 
related to, a U.S. Government mission abroad."* The ARB can also review any case of a serious 
breach of security involving intelligence activities of a foreign government directed at a U.S. 
mission abroad. 

The Permanent Coordinating Committee (PCC) is the body established by the 
Department to make recommendations to the Secretary as to whether an ARB should be 
convened. In accordance with provisions of the Foreign Affairs Manual (FAM), the PCC is to 
convene within 30 days of a security-related incident. The purpose of this delay is to provide 
sufficient time for information gathering and deliberation, while still allowing for the convening 
of an ARB within the 60-day deadline set by the statute. The PCC comprises representatives 
from the Department and the Office of the Director of National Intelligence. Pursuant to a 
memorandum of understanding, a representative from the Department of Justice is also invited to 
attend. Between 1998 and 2012, the PCC convened 46 times and recommended that the 
Secretary convene an ARB 12 times. 


^ To date, there has been no visa incident that required the Department to convene a PCC or ARB. 
“ 12 FAM 031.3, ARB Definitions. 
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Accountability Review Board Process 

ARB membership consists of five individuals. The Secretary names four members, and 
the Director of National Intelligence names the remaining member. ARBs focus on whether, at 
the time of the incident in question, there were sufficient security systems in place and whether 
the systems functioned properly. In addition, ARBs determine whether there is reasonable cause 
to believe anyone breached their individual duty relevant to the incident. ARB reports to the 
Secretary include findings and recommendations. Once an ARB issues its report, a process 
begins to implement the recommendations. The Secretary is required to submit a report to 
Congress on actions the Department intends to take with respect to ARB recommendations. 

Within the Department, the Office of Management Policy, Rightsizing and Innovation 
(M/PRI) oversees the ARB process for the Secretary of State. M/PRI convenes and chairs the 
PCC and forwards the committee’s report and recommendation to the Secretary. When an ARB 
delivers its report to the Secretary, M/PRI typically drafts the Secretary’s Report to Congress 
summarizing the ARB recommendations. M/PRI also tracks compliance with the ARB’s 
recommendations . 

Incident Identification 

When a security-related incident takes place at a diplomatic facility overseas, M/PRI 
initiates the ARB process by identifying the incident and convening the PCC to consider it. The 
M/PRI staff identifies incidents by monitoring cable traffic between U.S. missions and regional 
bureaus, and receiving reports from the Department’s Operations Center. The M/PRI staff 
screens these messages for security-related incidents that meet the threshold for convening a 
PCC. 


Currently, the DS Command Center reports all security-related incidents occurring 
overseas to the Department, but DS does not routinely provide security reports to M/PRI. DS 
provided these reports in the past, but stopped the practice after the rotation of senior staff within 
the DS Command Center and subsequent changes in the standard operating procedures. In 2006, 
the Under Secretary of State for Management issued a cable^ directive^ to all chiefs of mission 
requiring posts to report potential ARB incidents directly to M/PRI. Despite this directive, there 
currently exists no systematic process assuring immediate notification of security-related 
incidents to M/PRI. In January 2013, in an effort to notify more quickly all Department 
stakeholders, the Department issued additional guidance^ directing DS to report all security- 
related incidents affecting U.S. missions overseas to the relevant regional bureau, the Bureau of 
International Organization Affairs, and the Department’s Operations Center. Unfortunately, DS 
did not list M/PRI on the distribution for those cables. As a result, at the time this report was 
prepared, M/PRI was not receiving those cables. 

Informal Recommendation 1: The Bureau of Diplomatic Security should include the 
Office of Management Policy, Rightsizing and Innovation as an addressee on all security- 
related incident reports. 


^ Cables are the official internal records of Department policies, program activities, post operations, and personnel 
management. 

‘06 State 131130. 

’ 13 State 5195. 
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Permanent Coordinating Committee 

“The Committee will, as quickly as possible after an incident occurs, review the 
available facts and recommend to the Secretary to convene or not convene a Board. (Due to the 
1999 revision of the law requiring the Secretary to convene a Board not later than 60 days after 
the occurrence of an incident, except that such period may be extended for one additional 60-day 
period the Committee will meet within 30 days of the incident, if enough information is 
available.) In addition, the Committee will meet yearly to review the ARB process, existing 
policies and procedures, and ensure that any necessary changes are effected. ” - 12 Foreign 
Affairs Manual 032.1 

The director of M/PRl chairs the PCC. Additional PCC members are: the DS Assistant 
Secretary; the principal deputy assistant secretary for the Bureau of Intelligenee and Research; a 
senior deputy assistant secretary (or secretaries) from the appropriate regional bureau(s); the 
Coordinator for Counterterrorism; a representative of the Office of the Director of National 
Intelligence; and the deputy assistant secretary for Visa Services. A September 20, 2001, 
memorandum of understanding extends an invitation to a representative from the Department of 
Justice to attend PCC meetings. An attorney from the Department’s Office of the Legal Adviser 
attends. When warranted, representatives from other agencies, such as the U.S. Agency for 
International Development (USAID) and the Department of Agriculture, are also invited. 

The PCC is the Department’s mechanism for initiating the legislated aecountability 
review proeess. The PCC’s role is to advise the Secretary on whether an incident meets the 
statutory standard for convening an ARB. As stipulated in 12 FAM 32.1 a., the PCC is required 
to meet no later than 30 days after a security-related ineident. After reviewing all 46 instances of 
PCC meetings within the past 14 years, the OIG team found that the PCC usually met the 30-day 
deadline. 

When a security-related incident is under review, DS typically takes the lead in 
presenting preliminary investigative findings to the committee. PCC members indicated that DS 
presentations at PCC meetings are consistently comprehensive and informative; however, during 
the presentation of facts, most of the other participants do not routinely offer additional or 
amplifying input from their bureaus or agencies nor is there a requirement or expectation that 
PCC members will provide information that their bureaus may have regarding an incident. Past 
and present PCC members interviewed agreed that an agenda requiring presentations from each 
participant would result in a more robust, multi-perspective consideration of an incident. M/PRI 
takes the position that such information is already solicited prior to eaeh meeting. The 
discrepancy can be eliminated if M/PRI issues clear instructions to PCC members that before 
eaeh meeting, they should canvas their bureaus for all information relevant to an incident on the 
agenda. 

Informal Recommendation 2: The Offiee of Management Policy, Rightsizing and 

Innovation should implement a standard operating proeedure outlining the role and 

responsibility of the Permanent Coordinating Committee. 

The Secretary is the only person within the Department with legislated authority to 
convene an ARB. The PCC meets to decide one question: whether to recommend that the 
Secretary convene an ARB. Although not a requirement, the PCC chairperson traditionally 
attempts to reach a consensus. On occasion, obtaining consensus has delayed the decision until 
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the committee obtained more information. The Secretary has the option not to accept the PCC’s 
recommendation, but within the scope of this review, the Secretary always accepted the PCC’s 
recommendations . * 

If the PCC recommends that an ARB should convene, M/PRI forwards a package to the 
Secretary with the PCC’s recommendation and any supporting documentation. This action 
memorandum anticipates a positive decision by the Secretary and contains an abbreviated 
description of the incident, a copy of the PCC minutes, a list of recommended ARB members, a 
proposed mandate for the ARB, and a copy of the legislation governing the ARB. It also contains 
a letter to the U.S. Attorney General notifying him/her that an ARB will be convened, thus 
ensuring that the ARB investigation does not interfere with any concurrent Department of Justice 
criminal investigation. 

In instances in which the PCC recommends that an ARB not convene, M/PRI forwards a 
memorandum to the Secretary outlining the conclusion of the PCC, the details of the incident, 
and the PCC minutes. This process has been inconsistent: sometimes M/PRI forwards an action 
memorandum, while in other cases it sends an information memorandum to the Secretary. By 
their nature, information memoranda require no action. Sending the PCC findings to the 
Secretary in this format presupposes concurrence with the PCC decision. A more consistent 
approach is always to send an action memorandum to the Secretary for decision and signature. 

Recommendation 1: The Office of Management Policy, Rightsizing and Innovation should 
draft an action memorandum for the Secretary’s signature that details the Permanent 
Coordinating Committee’s decision regardless if an Accountability Review Board is 
recommended. (Action: M/PRI) 

In cases in which the PCC has recommended against an ARB, records indicate that the 
PCC often discussed the possibility of alternative reviews of the incident under consideration 
that would task a bureau to conduct a study of the incident and write a report. There is no bar to a 
PCC recommending an alternative review in those instances in which it does not recommend an 
ARB. There are only occasional examples of DS or other bureaus conducting such alternative 
reviews. Formalizing this process of in-house reviews would add value to the PCC process by 
creating an opportunity to identify lessons learned. Wide distribution of this information would 
also help the regional and functional bureaus gain a better understanding of issues relevant to 
physical security, training, intelligence sharing, and staffing. 

Recommendation 2: The Office of Management Policy, Rightsizing and Innovation should 
coordinate with the Permanent Coordinating Committee members to establish guidelines that 
broaden the committee’s ability to task alternative reviews. (Action: M/PRI) 

Recommendation 3: The Office of Management Policy, Rightsizing and Innovation should 
implement a procedure to provide to the Secretary and relevant bureaus a report on the outcome 
of alternative reviews in those instances in which the Permanent Coordinating Committee does 
not recommend an Accountability Review Board. (Action: M/PRI) 


There has only been one instance of a Secretary not accepting the PCC recommendation, in 1992, which is outside 
the timeframe of this OIG review. 
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Incident Prescreening 

There is no documented process for determining which incidents M/PRI decides to bring 
to the attention of the PCC. The director of M/PRI, as the PCC chair, decides whether to convene 
the PCC and may consult with relevant offices, such as DS and the Office of the Legal Adviser, 
in making that decision. 

In cases where a determination was made that an incident did not justify a PCC, other 
PCC members were not routinely informed nor was there a written record of these decisions. For 
example, in a February 2008 security-related event, mobs attacked the U.S. embassy in Belgrade 
and set it on fire, resulting in significant damage, the death of a demonstrator, an ordered 
departure, and closure of the embassy.^ Because of the prescreening process, no PCC meeting 
was convened. Similarly, the OIG team did not find any record of the PCC meeting in reaction to 
the damage inflicted on Embassy Tunis on September 12, 2012. That attack resulted in the 
destruction of 16 perimeter cameras, more than $150,000 in technical security equipment 
damage, and the burning of the American school across the street from the embassy.*'' 

Neither the legislation establishing the ARB process, nor the FAM, provide for the 
practice of undocumented prescreening of incidents prior to calling a PCC. This practice 
contravenes both the letter and the spirit of the legislation and the Department’s written policy on 
the role of PCCs, as outlined in 12 FAM 032.1. In effect, it undermines the ability of the PCC to 
decide whether to recommend an ARB, as well as the authority of the Secretary to convene an 
ARB. 


The OIG team understands that not every incident is appropriate for a PCC, but the ARB 
process would benefit from a change in the FAM that includes a standard for a process that is 
accountable, transparent, and fully documents a determination that a PCC need not convene.'* 

Recommendation 4: The Office of the Under Secretary of State for Management, in 
coordination with the Office of the Legal Adviser, should amend 12 FAM 030 to codify a 
transparent and fully documented process for vetting security-related incidents to identify those 
that do not to warrant convening the Permanent Coordinating Committee and ensuring that this 
information is communicated to the Secretary. (Action: M, in coordination with L) 

Criteria for Convening an Accountability Review Board 

“A Board convenes, with respect to a security-related incident, only if the following two 
determinations are made ... (a) that the incident involved serious injury, loss of life, or 
significant destruction of property or a serious breach of security involving intelligence activities 
of a foreign government; and (b) that the incident occurred at or related to a U.S. Government 
mission abroad.... ” - 12 Foreign Affairs Manual 033.1 d.(l) 

The Department lacks clear guidelines for the terms “significant destruction of property,” 
“serious injury,” or “at or related to a U.S. Government mission abroad” as found in the 
legislation. M/PRI could not explain why the PCC considered some incidents worthy of an ARB 


^ Inspection of Embassy Belgrade, Serbia, Report No. ISP-I-10-09A, November 2009. 

Diplomatic Security 2012 Year in Review. 

In May 2013, M/PRI began to maintain a list of incidents for which PCCs were not called and the reasons why. 
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and not others, which leads to the appearance of inconsistency. At other times, the failure to 
convene a PCC left the rationale for the decision open to question. 

Within the 14-year period covered by this review, a significant number of security-related 
incidents, more than 222 in all, were not subject to PCC consideration.'^ Many of those incidents 
involved injury and numerous instances of property damage to embassies and consulates since 
1998, but there are no guidelines for what determining what is “significant” or “serious.” 
Moreover, as is illustrated by the following examples, there are inconsistencies in the criteria 
used by the PCC to make its recommendations to convene an ARB. 

Security-Related Incident. There is inconsistency in what constitutes a security-related 
incident. In June 2002, a suicide bomber detonated a large truck bomb 50 feet from the U.S. 
consulate general in Karachi, Pakistan. The blast killed 12 persons, injured more than 50, 
including a U.S. Marine, and knocked down a 12-foot section of the facility’s concrete- 
reinforced perimeter wall.’^ The PCC recommended against an ARB because the incident 
involved “only causes unrelated to security.” Despite concluding that the incident was unrelated 
to security, the PCC also called the incident a security success story, as the practices employed at 
the U.S. mission precluded loss of life or serious injury to U.S. mission personnel.*"' 

Loss of Life. The legislation and the FAM do not distinguish between American and 
non-American lives when someone dies in a security-related incident. Within the 1998-2012 
scope of this report, the deaths of American citizens have been the focus of 1 1 out of 12 ARBs. 
The exception was an ARB that was called for a 2004 incident in Jeddah when four locally 
employed staff members and a contract guard were killed and nine locally employed staff 
members were wounded. However, a PCC was not called after the 2012 murder of the embassy’s 
senior Foreign Service national investigator in Sana’a, Yemen. He was shot dead by motorcycle 
gunmen after they confirmed his identity as an embassy employee. The terrorist group, Al- 
Qaeda, in the Arabian Peninsula claimed responsibility for the attack. Despite the fact that the 
incident was security-related and resulted in a loss of life, there was neither a PCC nor an ARB. 

Serious Injury. M/PRI and PCC minutes provide different interpretations of serious 
injury. M/PRI told the OIG team that the PCC defines “serious” as an injury from which an 
individual cannot recover, such as amputation or loss of sight or hearing. However, the minutes 
of a September 2004 PCC meeting define serious injury as “nearly fatal.” It is not a stretch to 
argue that an injury, such as massive blood loss, would meet the latter definition but not the 
former, or that loss of sight or hearing meets the first definition but not the second. 

Significant Property Damage. There have been numerous examples of property damage 
to embassies and consulates since 1998, but there are no guidelines for what constitutes 
“significant.” For example, in July 2011, demonstrators outside the U.S. embassy in Damascus 
threw eggs, rocks, and paint at the embassy compound, smashed ballistic-resistant glass 
windows, broke security cameras, and set fire to the embassy’s roof before attacking the chief of 
mission residence, where they destroyed two armored vehicles and an unarmored box truck. 


“Significant Attacks against U.S. Diplomatic Facilities and Personnel 1998-2012,” U.S. Department of State, 
Bureau of Diplomatic Security report. 

United States Department of State Significant Attacks Against U.S. Diplomatic Facilities and Personnel 1998- 
2012 . 

M/PRI list of PCC reasons for not convening an ARB. 
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Despite the property damage, there was neither a PCC nor an ARB. In February 2008, 
demonstrators set fire to the U.S. embassy in Belgrade, causing extensive damage and the death 
of a demonstrator inside the embassy compound. Without guidelines on what constitutes 
“significant,” it is difficult to justify the assertion that no incident has met the PCC or ARB 
threshold for significant property damage in the past 14 years. 

At or Related to a U.S. Government Mission Abroad. In September 2004, a bomb 
detonated while an attacker was trying to penetrate the consular booth at the U.S. embassy in 
Tashkent, killing two Uzbek police officers. The PCC recommended against an ARB because the 
incident was unrelated to the mission, no U.S. mission personnel died, and the subject had not 
successfully penetrated the consular booth or the embassy grounds. Proximity to the actual 
embassy is not always a deciding factor. The PCC determined that the January 2008 Khartoum 
roadside murder of a Foreign Service officer and his embassy driver while returning home from 
a party met the threshold of a security-related incident and recommended that an ARB convene. 

These examples demonstrate the need to establish basic guidelines to ensure consistency 
in PCC deliberations. Several interviewees told the OIG team that DS often takes the position 
that there is no reason for a PCC or ARB if the security systems worked as designed, even if 
there is loss of non-American life, serious injury, or property damage. The OIG team finds this to 
be limiting in that it precludes broader discussion. Even in instances that are determined not to 
rise to the level of an ARB, there may be lessons learned from examining these events or security 
flaws, even if everything seems to have worked as intended. 

Recommendation 5: The Office of the Under Secretary of State for Management, in 
coordination with the Office of the Legal Adviser should establish written guidelines for the 
Permanent Coordinating Committee regarding criteria for “serious injury,” “significant 
destruction of property,” and “at or related to a U.S. mission abroad.” (Action: M, in 
coordination with L) 

Exclusions from the Accountability Review Board Process 

“The Secretary of State is not required to convene a Board in the case of an incident that 
involves any facility, installation or personnel of the Department of Defense with respect to 
which the Secretary has delegated operational control of security functions abroad to the 
Secretary of Defense pursuant to section 106 of the Act. In any such case, the Secretary of 
Defense will conduct an appropriate inquiry and report the findings and recommendations of 
such inquiry, and the action taken with respect to such recommendations, to the Secretary of 
State and Congress. ” - 12 Foreign Affairs Manual 033. Id. (2) 

There are two legislative exclusions when an ARB is not required: 

The first relates to security-related incidents that involve a facility, installation, or 
personnel of the Department of Defense for which the Secretary has delegated operational 
control of security functions abroad to the Secretary of Defense in accordance with Section 106 
of the Omnibus Diplomatic Security Act and Antiterrorism of 1986.** In this case, the Secretary 


The Omnibus Diplomatic Security and Antiterrorism Act of 1986, as amended. Section 106 of the Act is codified 
at 22 U.S.C. 4805. 

“ 22 use 4831(a)(2). 
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is not required to convene an ARB and instead relies upon the Secretary of Defense to conduct 
an appropriate inquiry and report the findings. 

The Act requires the Secretary of Defense to report an inquiry’s findings and 
recommendations to the Secretary and Congress.*^ However, in practice the Department of 
Defense does not routinely share the results of its investigations with the Department of State, 
despite Department requests that it do so. Apart from being a violation of law, the lack of 
information sharing is a disservice to Department personnel who are placed under Department of 
Defense protection. Failure to fulfill this reporting requirement also results in missed 
opportunities to share interagency lessons learned between the foreign affairs, defense, and 
intelligence communities. 

The Department has sent Executive Secretariat (S/ES) memoranda to the Department of 
Defense requesting incident reports to no avail. It is incumbent upon the Department to be more 
proactive in obtaining the reports of Department of Defense inquiries. 

Recommendation 6: The Office of the Under Secretary of State for Management should contact 
the Department of Defense counterpart and request that the Department of Defense fulfill its 
statutory obligation to provide the Department of State with investigation reports of security- 
related incidents that involve Department of State personnel. (Action: M) 

The second exclusion that relieves the Secretary from having to convene an ARB 
involves a legislative carve-out for Afghanistan and Iraq.’* For security-related events occurring 
in these two specific locations during the specified time periods, the Secretary is not required to 
convene an ARB. The Secretary is required, however, to notify promptly both the House 
Committee on Foreign Affairs and the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations and to conduct an 
inquiry of an incident that occurs at or is related to a U.S. mission. M/PRI drafts reports of the 
findings of these internal inquiries, recommendations, and actions taken, which are submitted to 
each Committee through the Bureau of Legislative Affairs. Notwithstanding the carve-out, the 
Secretary may still decide to convene an ARB. 

Permanent Coordinating Committee Annual Meetings 

“In addition, the Committee will meet yearly to review the ARB process, existing policies 
and procedures, and ensure that any necessary changes are effected. ” - 12 Foreign Affairs 
Manual 032.1a. 

Over the past 3 years, PCC annual meetings were not called as required. There have been 
a few attempts to combine meetings involving incidents with routine housekeeping duties of an 
annual meeting, but these meetings have not met FAM requirements. Annual meetings are a way 
to review ARB processes, existing policies and procedures, and ensure that any necessary 
changes are made. 

Recommendation 7: The Office of Management Policy, Rightsizing and Innovation should 
convene annual meetings of the Permanent Coordinating Committee to specifically review and 
assess the committee’s work. (Action: M/PRI) 


Id. This statutory reporting requirement is referenced in 12 FAM 033.1 d. (2). 

22 U.S.C. 4831(a)(3), originally added in 2005 by P.L. 109-140. Section 3, 1 19 Stat. 2650 (Dec. 22, 2005). 
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Accountability Review Board 
Accountability Review Board Membership 

“Members must possess expertise that will contribute to the work of the Board, e.g., 
knowledge, experience or training in areas such as foreign affairs, law, security, embassy 
construction, intelligence, and other areas appropriate to the Board’s work. In the case of a 
Board convened pursuant to a visa incident, at least one Board member must have had extensive 
experience as a consular officer and consular manager. Only in exceptional circumstances 
should Board members be current employees of the U.S. Government.‘^ - 12 Foreign Affairs 
Manual 032.2 

Upon recommending to the Secretary that an ARB be convened, M/PRI forwards a list 
with the names of five proposed members for the ARB, together with biographic information. 
There is no guidance in the FAM as to how this list is to be developed, but there is a requirement 
that the PCC update the list annually per 12 FAM 033.2 a. 

It is important to note that the OIG team found no reason to question the selection of 
previous ARB members; however, the current system of compiling and maintaining a list is 
informal and inconsistent. The list is developed over time based on recommendations from 
various sources. Currently, names are drawn from a roster of potential candidates maintained by 
M/PRI. Sometimes the Executive Secretariat (S/ES) tasks bureaus and the under secretaries to 
provide additional names, while at other times this process is managed solely by M/PRI, with 
assistance from the PCC and the Bureau of Fluman Resources. This roster is not routinely 
reviewed by a Department principal. 

The annual review and updating of the roster by the under secretaries and assistant 
secretaries would provide a broader range of qualified candidates and improve the diversity of 
talent available to serve on ARBs. Tasking under secretaries and assistant secretaries is best done 
by S/ES, although M/PRI would continue to manage the list and provide names to the Secretary 
should the need arise. S/ES has committed to working with M/PRI to determine the best timing 
and procedure to manage and update the ARB candidate list. 

Recommendation 8: The Executive Secretariat, in coordination with the Office of Management 
Policy, Rightsizing and Innovation, should annually task the under secretaries and assistant 
secretaries in the Department of State to provide potential nominees to serve on Accountability 
Review Boards. (Action: S/ES, in coordination with M/PRI) 

Several ARBs had repeat members, including the chair. Given the time limitations on the 
ARBs, an argument can be made for repeat selections, because those members can bring 
experience to the ARB that reduces the time required to complete the task. Moreover, there is no 
indication that repeated service by ARB members has harmed the process. However, a number of 
senior officials interviewed during the inspection expressed concern that repeated service on 
ARBs might compromise the objectivity of the investigative process or give rise to the 
appearance of impropriety in the selection process. To avoid that negative appearance, decisions 
to put the same person on multiple ARBs must be clearly justified. All lists of candidates 


See Section 302(a) of the Act, 22 U.S.C. 4832. 
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recommended to the Secretary should include annotations explaining the strengths that each 
candidate would bring to the ARB, particularly in the case of repeat members. 

In almost all instances, the selection of ARB members was made based on the 
recommendations submitted by M/PRI to the Secretary. In only two instances (Nairobi/Dar es 
Salaam and Benghazi) did the names of ARB members actually originate with the secretaries and 
their senior advisors. Many of those interviewed by the OIG team felt that the increased 
involvement of Department principals in the selection process would ensure that the proposed 
ARB membership properly reflects the background and skill sets needed, as well as appropriate 
consideration of diversity. Moreover, the Secretary could benefit from having greater choice in 
his/her selection of members for the ARB. 

Accountability Review Board Staffing 

When the Secretary convenes an ARB, the M/PRI director and staff act as de facto 
members of the Secretary’s staff. Their duties are to brief ARB members at the outset on ARB 
policies and procedures, serve as the institutional memory and primary point of contact for ARB 
matters, and maintain permanent files, rules, procedures, rosters, libraries, etc., for the ARB. 
M/PRI coordinates the naming of an executive secretary to the Board who is a current or retired 
senior Foreign Service officer recommended by the Bureau of Human Resources, Career 
Development and Assignments office. Once launched, the ARB operates independently of 
M/PRI. 


ARB members expressed satisfaction with the quality and level of support they received 
from the administrative staff assigned to the ARB. There is considerable flexibility in the type 
and number of additional experts, consultants, and support staff provided to ARBs, depending 
upon the magnitude of the task. Some Boards have had full-time legal advisors; however, the 
Office of the Legal Adviser has always been available for consultation to each ARB. Not all 
ARBs include a security specialist among its members, yet several former ARB members 
reported that the presence of a person with DS experience on the panel helped the ARB navigate 
the DS organization. The composition of the ARB, including whether or not to have a DS 
member, should not be prescribed but should be made on the merits of the case. However, all 
ARBs could benefit from the assignment of a dedicated DS or security professional as a part of 
the ARB’s staff, similar to the role of the Office of the Legal Adviser. 

Accountability Review Board Impartiality 

ARB members were conscious of the need to protect their impartiality by limiting their 
contact with senior managers of the Department during the process. Former members 
unanimously told OIG team that they encountered no attempts to impede, influence, or interfere 
with their work at any time or on any level. 

None of the 12 ARBs interviewed the Secretary to ascertain her/his role in the events 
leading up to the incident under review. ARB members interviewed by the OIG team stated that 
after reviewing documentation, they did not find reason to interview the Secretary; rather, the 
ARBs focused their inquiries at the operational levels of the Department responsible for 
implementing and overseeing security policies and programs. ARB members were unanimous in 
saying that they felt empowered to interview anyone, including the Secretary, as the facts or 
events warranted. 
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All ARB members interviewed by the OIG team reported that they received Ml 
cooperation from interviewees in Washington and at overseas posts. In addition to speaking with 
individuals invited by the ARB, the ARBs made themselves available to anyone who volunteered 
information regarding security incidents under investigation. 

Accountability Review Board Timeline 

“A Board will be given ample time to conduct its investigations and write its report. 12 
Foreign Affairs Manual 033.3b. 

A careful reading of the statute and the FAM indicates that there is no requirement other 
than “ample time” for an ARB to produce a report, but the Secretary’s mandates to the ARBs 
have consistently stated, “The ARB shall submit a detailed report to the Secretary of State within 
60 days of its first meeting.” Previous ARB members and their executive secretaries emphasized 
that they felt they were under considerable pressure to complete their work within 60 days. 
However, all former Board members felt that they had sufficient time to complete their reports. 

Once the ARB has delivered its report to the Secretary, its work terminates no later than 
30 days thereafter, and it is not obligated to perform any additional duties. The Department is 
available to assist ARB members, as appropriate, in the event they need to respond to followup 
inquiries regarding the Board’s work.^” 

Accountability Review Board Report 

The practice, documented over the past 14 years, has been for the ARB to deliver its 
report in person to either the Secretary or one of the Department principals. Records indicate that 
in a number of instances the Board briefed the Secretary in person and outlined its 
recommendations. When an ARB was unable to brief the Secretary personally, the Board 
members said they were left with the impression that the overall effort was not treated with the 
weight it deserved. 

It is clear from the legislation and from 12 FAM 036 that the ARB report belongs to the 
Secretary. It follows that the Secretary makes the ultimate decision regarding the report’s 
distribution. Nonetheless, the fundamental purpose of an ARB is to avert future incidents by 
providing all employees of the Department of State — not just those in leadership positions — an 
opportunity to learn from these tragic incidents. 

It would be useful if copies of ARB reports and the Secretary’s Report to Congress 
received wider circulation within the Department. In practice, copies of the Secretary’s Report 
are shared with the Deputy Secretary, all under secretaries, all assistant secretaries, the U.S. 
Attorney General, and where appropriate, other agencies like USAID. The reports are rarely 
circulated to working-level staff. In the case of the classified Benghazi ARB report, many mid- 
level and senior employees expressed frustration that they had not been given access to the entire 
report despite being asked to implement its recommendations. 


In the case of the Benghazi ARB, the Department continues to work with members of the ARB to assist them in 
responding to and preparing for congressional appearances and testimony. 
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S/ES is taking steps to formalize the process for determining the proper distribution for 
an ARB report and the complementary Secretary’s Report to Congress, subject to the 
prerogatives of the Secretary. 

Informal Recommendation 3: The Executive Secretariat should circulate Accountability 

Review Board reports and the Secretary’s subsequent report to Congress more widely 

within the Department of State. 

The Benghazi ARB report does not have the proper paragraph markings, and the 
justifications for classifying parts of the report are unclear. In addition, 16 taskers for 
implementing the report’s recommendations were classified at a higher level than the original 7 
recommendations themselves. Many of the documents submitted in response to the taskers 
appear to be overclassified. By overclassifying some taskers, and subsequent responses, the 
Department may unnecessarily restrict the distribution of information regarding the actions taken 
to implement the ARB recommendations. 

Informal Recommendation 4: The Executive Secretariat should coordinate with the 

Bureau of Diplomatic Security to establish a process to properly classify and paragraph 

mark Accountability Review Board reports and taskers. 

Records Management 

The ARB records and files from 1998 to present are inconsistent in the types of 
documentation kept for archival purposes, as well as in their disposition. In several cases, ARB 
files are incomplete; some contain documentation from the beginning of the process, starting 
with the PCC to the ARB report itself, while others do not. Variations in types of documentation 
retained in different locations made it challenging for the OIG team to determine what 
constituted an official record. 

In addition, interviews with several ARBs and their executive secretaries revealed that 
they were not certain about what information was to be kept because the guidance on records 
retention was unclear. To ensure that all documentation is preserved for official records, ARBs 
need clear guidance on how information and documentation should be handled. This guidance 
needs to be included in the briefing book for the ARB and its executive secretary at the 
beginning of the process. 

A related issue, which M/PRI is currently addressing, is the management of electronic 
records. Currently, the disposition timetable for electronic records stipulates that a record copy is 
to be stored and the originals deleted or destroyed after 180 days. ARB records will benefit from 
the standard operating procedures that M/PRI is in the process of developing. 

Secretary’s Report to Congress 

“Report to Congress: the Secretary will, no later than 90 days after the receipt of a 
Board’s program recommendations, submit a report to the Congress on each such 
recommendation and the action taken or intended to be taken with respect to that 
recommendation. ” - 12 Foreign Affairs Manual 036.3a. 
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The Secretary has a legislated mandate to submit a report to Congress on each 
recommendation but is not required to forward to Congress a copy of the ARB report itself The 
Department submitted the ARB reports on the Nairobi/Dar es Salaam and the Benghazi attacks 
to Congress in their entirety. Because the recommendations in these reports were so far-reaching 
and had such significant resource implications, the Secretary considered it important that the 
findings be shared with both houses of Congress. In the other 10 ARB investigations reviewed, 
the secretaries’ reports to Congress provided a summary of the key elements of the ARB report, 
transmitted the ARB’s recommendations for action, and informed Congress of the Department’s 
response to those recommendations. The OIG team’s review of the secretaries’ reports to 
Congress over the last 14 years indicated that they accurately conveyed the key elements of the 
ARB reports. 

The Department has not always been consistent in deciding to whom the report should be 
delivered. For example, the 2003 Amman report was delivered to the Speaker of the House and 
the President of the Senate. The 2004 Gaza report was delivered to the Senate Committee on 
Foreign Relations, House Foreign Affairs Committee, the Speaker of the House, and the 
President of the Senate. The 2005 Jeddah report was delivered only to the House, while the 2008 
Khartoum report was delivered to the chairs of the House Foreign Affairs Committee and the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Affairs. This process does not guarantee that the report will reach 
all of the members of Congress who have an oversight role with regard to the safety and security 
of diplomats overseas. The Department lacks a methodology to improve consistency in providing 
the Secretary’s Report to Congress, unless circumstances, or the Secretary, require deviation 
from the standard list of congressional recipients. 

Recommendation 9: The Executive Secretariat, in coordination with the Office of Legislative 
Affairs, should create a baseline list of congressional recipients to whom a copy of the 
Secretary’s Report to Congress is delivered. (Action: S/ES, in coordination with H) 

Implementation 

The implementation process begins with transmission of the Secretary’s Report to 
Congress, which includes an outline of the Secretary’s response to the ARB Report and plans to 
implement the recommendations. 

Prior to the Benghazi ARB, M/PRI routinely oversaw the implementation process. It 
established a working group composed of representatives from the appropriate bureaus within 
the Department and, when required, handled liaison with other government agencies such as the 
Department of Defense and USAID. The working group ensured that responsibilities for 
recommendations were properly assigned, and M/PRI tracked implementation of each 
recommendation. In some cases, M/PRI monitored this process for several years to ensure 
compliance with the Secretary’s Report. M/PRI performed this task with dedication and 
efficiency. 

There is, however, no established process by which a Department principal assumes 
formal oversight for the implementation process. For the most part. Department principals who 
held office between 2002 and 2012 indicated their expectation that the implementation of ARB 
recommendations would be carried out by the operational bureaus concerned. The way that the 
Benghazi recommendations are being implemented, with oversight by the Deputy Secretary’s 
office, is a desirable practice for future ARB recommendations, which the OIG team believes, 
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should be formalized. A recommendation to this effect is in the section of this report that 
discusses the Department’s implementation of the Benghazi ARB recommendations. 
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Ms. lackson . This is a tnanscnibed interview of Raymond Maxwell 
conducted by the House Select Committee on Benghazi. This interview 
is being conducted voluntarily as part of the committee ' s investigation 
into the attacks on U.S. diplomatic facilities in Benghazi, Libya, and 
matters related to it, pursuant to House Resolution 567 of the 113th 
Congress and House Resolution 5 of the 114th Congress. 

Mr. Maxwell, would you state your name for the record, please? 

Mr. Maxwell . Raymond Douglas Maxwell. 

Ms. lackson . Thank you. And on behalf of myself and the 
colleagues that I have here in this room today, thank you very much 
for agreeing to come in for this interview. 

As you know, I am Sharon lackson. I'm with the committee's 
majority staff. And I am with Carlton Davis, also with the majority 
staff today. 

And for the record, we will have the minority staff introduce 
themselves . 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms . Hi. I'm Susanne Sachsman Grooms from the 
minority party staff. 

Mr. Kenny. Peter Kenny, minority staff. 

Mr. Rebnord . Dan Rebnord with the minority staff. 

Ms. O'Brien . I'm Erin O'Brien with the minority as well. 

Mr. Maxwell . You have more minority staff than majority staff. 

Ms. lackson . Today they do. 
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Mn. Maxwell, this is the first time that you have been interviewed 
by this committee, but we know that you were interviewed by the House 
Oversight and Government Reform Committee back in May of 2013, and I 
am sure you recall that event in your life. 

Mr. Maxwell . Yes. 

Ms. Jackson . And you had a copy of the transcript from your 
interview of the last committee? 

Mr. Maxwell . Yes. 

Ms. Jackson . Okay. And you've had an opportunity to review it 
before you came here today? 

Mr. Maxwell . I have. 

Ms. Jackson . The procedure that we're going to follow today is 
very similar to the procedure that they followed in your prior 
transcribed interview on this matter. So we're going to rotate back 
and forth an hour at a time until we've exhausted all of our questions 
for you today. 

If at any time you don't understand a question or need to have 
it repeated, please just say so, because it is important that you 
understand fully what we're asking before you answer any question. So 
just please do not hesitate to ask that anything be restated or 
clarified in any way. 

Mr. Maxwell . Okay. 

Ms. Jackson . As you see, we have an official reporter here today, 
as in your last interview, that's going to make a complete record of 
what is said here today. So it's also important that I wait for your 
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answer before I start answering my next question and that you wait until 
my questions are done before you offer an answer to assist the reporter 
in getting a complete record. 

Do you understand that? 

Mr. Maxwell . Yes. 

Ms. iackson . Okay. And it's also important that you answer 
audibly with yes or noes, rather than nods and shakes of the head, as 
is normal in a conversation, so that the reporter can get down 
everything. Okay? 

Mr. Maxwell . Yes. 

Ms. iackson . We are in an unclassified setting today. I don't 
imagine that any question that I pose to you today will call for a 
classified answer. But if you think that we are going into that realm 
and you think an answer of yours would go into a classified realm, please 
just alert us to that fact and we will either withdraw the question 
or reserve it for another opportunity where we can be in an appropriate 
setting, okay? 

Mr. Maxwell . Okay. 

Ms. iackson . I believe you were asked this before, but do you 
understand that you are required to answer questions from Congress 
truthfully? 

Mr. Maxwell . Yes. 

Ms. iackson. Okay. And do you also understand that this applies 
to questions posed by congressional staff in an interview? 


Mr. Maxwell. Yes. 
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Ms. Jackson . Okay. Do you understand that witnesses who 
knowingly provide false testimony could be subject to criminal 
penalties for perjury or making a false statement? 

Mr. Maxwell . Yes. 

Ms. Jackson . Is there any reason that you would be unable to 
provide truthful answers to today's questions? 

Mr. Maxwell . No. 

Ms. Jackson . All right. One other procedural thingj 
Mr. Maxwell. It is our understanding that you elected to come here 
today without any type of counsel or representation. Is that your 
decision? 

Mr. Maxwell . Yes, it is. 

Ms. Jackson. Okay. If at any time you would like to have counsel 
advise you before you answer any questions, we will stop and suspend 
this interview and come back at which time you can have counsel of your 
choosing? 

Mr. Maxwell . Okay. 

Ms. Jackson . Okay? So please just let us know. 

Mr. Maxwell . Okay. 

Ms. Jackson . All right. 

EXAMINATION 

BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q As we alluded to before, you were interviewed previously 
by the House Oversight and Government Reform Committee back on May 30th 


of 2013. Is that correct? 
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A That's connect. 

Q And you have a copy of that tnanscnipt. Is that connect? 

A Yes . 

Q And you neviewed it pnion to coming hene today? 

A Yes . 

Q As you neviewed that tnanscnipt, is thene anything in thene 

that you thought was inaccunate because you misspoke on didn't 
undenstand the question on anything that you would like to clanify fnom 
that pnion intenview? 

A Now's the time when I needed counsel. 

Thene was something that I came acnoss that was a slight 
contnadiction fnom what I said laten, and I'll just be open with you 
about it. 

I was asked had I met Chenyl Mills befone. And on that day, on 
the May 30th, I said I had neven met hen. Now, I'm not sune what I 
was thinking at the time. Maybe I was ovenemphasizing the meaning of 
the wond "met," because oun paths had cnossed. At the time, as I say, 
I had neven met --we had neven been fonmally intnoduced, but oun paths 
had cnossed in the State Depantment. So that's a bit at odds with the 
tnanscnipt. I'm looking fon the exact place whene it came up. It was 
towands the end. 

Q That's all night. We can find it. So that's an 
elabonation and a clanification of youn pnion answen? 

A Okay. 

Q Is that an accunate -- is what you'ne doing today. 
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clarifying and elaborating on your prior answers? 

A That's right. That's right. 

Q So your paths had crossed, but you didn't feel that you had 
had a formal meeting in any sense of the word? 

A Exactly. 

Q Okay. Any other instances like that as you reviewed the 
transcript? 

A No other. 

BY MR. DAVIS: 

Q Had you ever exchanged any words with her? 

A Yes, we had exchanged words before when she walked into a 

room and said: Who is he? And lake said: That's Ray Maxwell, he is 
the DAS for the Maghreb. And she said: Okay. 

Q But did you respond to her verbally? 

A I did not. 

Q So she had spoken around you, but you had never had a -- 

A She spoke around me. 

Q Okay. 

BY MS. 3ACKSON: 

Q Well, let's stay with that event. Can you tell us about 
that event or that situation in which you encountered Cheryl Mills and 
lake Sullivan? 

A Yeah. I don't have the exact date. I think --it seems 

like it was in October. It was definitely on a Sunday, I recall, 
because one of my subordinates had come in to check in with me on Friday 
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and was complaining she had to be in all weekend working on a project. 
And I said: Oh, what's the project? And she said: Well, we're 
preparing some documents. And so I said: Oh, where's it going to be? 
And she told me. I said: Well, I may stop by. 

Q Okay. Let me just stop you there and back up and get a 
little more detail as to that. 

Who was the subordinate? 
was 

Q Okay. And you had previously said that you were the DAS, 
or deputy assistant secretary, for the Office of Maghreb Affairs. Is 
that correct? 

A Yes, yes. 

Q In the Near Eastern Affairs Bureau? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. What was role in that? 

A She was the deputy director of the Office of Maghreb 

Affairs. But she was the acting director because at that point the 
director was in Tripoli. 

Q Okay. He had gone to Libya following the attacks? 

A No, no. This was -- yeah, following the attacks. 
Following the attacks. 

Q When you said this was in October, I'm not sure if you said 
the year or I just -- 
A 2012. 

Q So it was in October following the attacks in Benghazi? 
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A That's night. 

Q Okay. And came and talked to you about having 

to work that weekend? 

A Yes . 

Q Was anyone else from youn Maghreb office going to be working 
that weekend? 

A I'm not sure. I'm not sure. She mentioned that she was 
going to be there. She didn't tell me at that point that there were 
going to be other people there. 

Q Okay. And what else did she tell you in this meeting? 

A She was complaining that she had to work over the weekend. 
And I said: Well, I didn't know anything about it but I may stop by. 
I live in the neighborhood. 

And so she said -- excuse me -- she said: Fine. And that Sunday 
morning, I went in. 

Q Okay. And did she tell you where this event was going to 
take place? 

A Yes . 

Q Within the State Department? 

A Yes. She told me there is an emergency management sort of 
operations center in the basement floor under what we call the jogger's 
entrance . 

Q Okay. So that's in the main State building -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- off of C Street? 
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A Well, it's actually off of 21st Street. 

Q Okay. And can you describe this room for us? 

A Yeah, it's -- well, it's emergency management. It's a room 
run by the A Bureau, and I 'm familiar with the A Bureau because I worked 
as a special assistant to the assistant secretary for administration 
for a while several years previously. 

If something happens in the world, the information goes to the 
operations center on the seventh floor. But if something happens in 
Washington, then it's not handled by the seventh floor, it's handled 
by the Bureau of Administration, and that's run out of this sort of 
operations room in the basement under the jogger's entrance. 

Q Okay. So told you that there was going to be 

this project being worked on over the weekend. Did she give you any 
more details about what she was going to be doing there? 

A I don't recall that she did at the time. 

Q Okay. What did you do next then? 

A I came in that Sunday morning. And I think that was -- you 
had to log in. I logged in. 

Q Does that mean physically log in, like sign in a log book 
or something? 

A Physically log in. 

Q Okay. Not just swipe your badge? 

A That's right. That's right. 

We were situated in a small room off to the left as you enter. 


and we started off there in this small room. 
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Excuse me. 

Shortly, within half an hour, Cheryl Mills came in with lake 
Sullivan. And Cheryl didn't know me. And so she said: Who is he? 
And lake said: That ' s Ray Maxwell, he ' s the DAS. And she said: Okay. 
And they turned around and walked out. 

Q How many people were in the room? 

A You know, it's been a long, long time. It's been 4 years 
ago. But I'm thinking three, maybe four people in the room. 

Q Okay. was one of them? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. Do you recall anybody else who was in the room that 


day? 

A You know, I don't recall. Earlier I said that there was 
an intern there. And you guys called the intern. The intern got all 
frazzled. He called me. And he said: Ray, I really don't remember 
blah, blah, blah, blah. And I said: Look, if you don't remember, you 
don't remember, I'm not going to, you know, bother you about that. 

I thought an intern was there. It's possible that I had the wrong 
intern. We had lots of different interns. So I didn't make a big deal 
about it. 

So for the purposes of our conversation today, I won't say that 
there was an intern there since he claims that he wasn't there. Or 
he didn't say he wasn't there, he said he didn't remember. 

Q But your prior recollection was that there had been an 


intern there that day? 
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A Yes . 

Q And again, just taking a step back, you went there on that 
Sunday because had told you that there was going to be 

this project? 

A Yes . 

Q Did you know what the general topic of the project or what 
the general scope of the project was to be? 

A It was preparing documentation for what I thought was the 

ARB. 

Q The Benghazi ARB? 

A The Benghazi ARB. 

Q And did you learn that from Or did you know 

that from another source? 

A I knew that from what was going on at the time. 

Now, subsequent to that -- and, in fact, between August and 
October of this year, I was back at State. And someone whispered in 
my ear: Ray, that wasn't documentation for the ARB, that was 
documentation for a congressional committee. And my first response 
was: Oh, that makes it a whole lot better. But because we were 
preparing documents for lots of different groups, it could have been 
a congressional committee. It could have been the ARB. 

Q Okay. But your understanding at the time was that it was 
documents for the ARB? 

A My understanding at the time was it was documents for the 


ARB. 
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Q Okay. And then subsequently someone else told you that 
those were documents fon a congressional committee? 

A Subsequent to all this stuff coming out, someone said: 
Ray, it may have been fon a congressional committee. 

Q Okay. And who was that individual? 

A I'm not going to call that person's name. 

Q Okay. 

So you came in on this Sunday because said that she 

was going to be there. Had you gone in on Saturday? 

A You know, we normally worked throughout the weekend. My 
best guess -- and it's only a guess -- is that because we worked 
Saturdays and Sundays, I probably had been in on that Saturday too. 

Q Do you recall if was there on Saturday? 

A No. And had I just gone to my office, I wouldn't have seen 
her because we didn't work in the same vicinity. 

Q So when you say you might have gone in, you just mean to 
your office? 

A To my office. 

Q You don't recall being in this document organization room 
on Saturday? 

A No. 

Q So Sunday would have been the first time that you were there? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. Did you have a conversation with 

A Inside the room, yes, yes. 





963 


15 


Q Would you tell us about that? 

A Well, yeah. We started in a small room. There were stacks 
of cable traffic we were going through. And said: Ray we're 

going to go through these and we're going to remove anything 
that's -- that puts Beth or this or the seventh floor in a bad light. 

Beth, meaning Beth Tones, the acting assistant secretary. Liz, 
meaning Liz Dibble, the principal deputy assistant secretary. And 
anybody on the seventh floor means anybody on the seventh floor. 

Q Okay. And did you respond in any way? 

A At the time, I said: is that actually ethical? 

And she just said: Ray these are orders. This is what we're doing. 

Q Did she say whether she was doing any other type of 
redactions? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Did you have any further conversation with 



A No. We started plowing through the stacks of papers. In 
a few minutes, we moved to a large room, I think because the people 
who actually ran that room needed the first room that we were in. So 
we moved to a second room that had stacks of papers and computers. 

And actually it was interesting because I had been away on leave 
in luly and August, and I had missed a lot of the cables, and 
particularly the cables from Tripoli and Benghazi, which were the 
cables we were looking at. So I was catching up on my reading. I was 
reading through those cables. 
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A 

Q 
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And did you do any sorting or segregating? 

I didn't do any sorting. I didn't pull anything out. 

Did you have anything before you other than cable traffic? 
I only saw cable traffic. 

Okay. Do you know what was reviewing? 

I do not. 

And when you moved into the larger room, did you continue 
document review? 

We continued with the same stacks. 

You took the stacks -- 
We took the stacks with us. 

-- from the smaller room into the larger room? 

Yes . 

Approximately how long were you there? 

No more than an hour and a half. 

Okay. And approximately how many documents did you get 
during that time? 

I may have read 15 cables. 

Okay. And did stay after you left? 

She did. 

Okay. Did you go back at all any more that day? 

I didn't. 

Okay. Did you ever visit that document organization room 

I didn't. And I haven't. 
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Q Okay. Were other members of your staff down in that 
document organization room? 

A I don't know. 

Q Okay. During the following week, you don't know if anybody 
was there? 


A I don't know because I worked on the sixth --my office was 
on the sixth floor and their office was down on the second floor and 
I can't account for where they were every minute of every day. My 
assumption was that they were all doing their regular work. 

Q Okay. You never saw any type of rotational schedule where 
everybody had to do some hours down there? 

A No. 


Q That was never brought to you by -- 

A No. 

Q -- or anyone 

A No. 

Q Okay. You said there were three or four people down there. 
Other than and possibly this intern, was there anybody 

else that you recognized? 

A There was no one else there that I recognized. But there 
was a guy there who worked in that space, probably a guy that worked 
in the A Bureau. I didn't know his name. I didn't know -- I mean, 
he was just there helping with the equipment and stuff. 

Q He wasn't doing any of the document review? 

A No. But he was in the room. 
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Q So it was yourself and that was engaged in the 

document review. And how many other people that you recall? 

A I recall one other person, an intern. Maybe I got the name 
wrong. It's possible. But I recall being there with an 

intern . 


Q 



A 


Q 

A 


Okay. 


The name that you had provided before was a 



That's right. That's right, 
that 

Yes . 


Q 

A 


Oh, 



? 






Q Okay. Do you recall the names of any other interns that 
you had at the time? 

A There was a woman there who ended up working for the Atlantic 
Council. Her name was -- 

Q I'm sorry. The Atlantic? 

A The Atlantic Council. She is doing Libya stuff there now. 

Her name was -- I can't recall her name. I can't 

remember her 

I don't remember her name. 

Q Okay. Those would have been the only two interns you had 
at the time? 

A There were other interns in the office. We had about four 


interns altogether, and I can see their faces, but I don't remember 
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thein names. 

Q Okay. And how is it that you recall that it was an intern 
as opposed to another employee at the Office of Maghreb Affairs? 

A Oh, well, we know the difference between the interns and 
the regular employees. The employees are desk officers, and they have 
specific desk responsibilities. The desk officers have specific 
country responsibilities. We had one person for Algeria, for example. 
One person for Morocco. One person for -- we had a desk officer for 
Libya. She wasn't there. I'm trying to remember her name. 

Mr. Davis . I guess the question is, in addition to^^^^|, how 
do you know that the other person that she was with was an intern and 
not an employee from some other bureau within the Department? 

Mr. Maxwell . Because I recognized him as being an intern in our 
office . 

Mr. Davis . Okay. Got it. 

BY MS. 3ACKSON: 

Q Following your being in this room for approximately an hour 
and a half, what did you do after that? 

A I went home. 

Q Okay. Did you talk with anybody about what had happened 
or your conversation with after that time? 

A No. And in fact, if I may elaborate, I completely forgot 
about it from that October until September of 2013. 

What sprung it, what brought it back to mind was I watched 
Ambassador Pickering and Admiral Mullen interviewed by this committee. 
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and they both spoke in very stringent terms that they had full and 
unfettered access to all information, and I knew that wasn't true. 

Q So that testimony before Congress is what triggered in your 
mind your recollection? 

A That was what triggered it. 

Now we know it's really not true because they didn't have any of 
the Secretary's emails or any of the Secretary's senior staff's emails 
or we didn't know about the Secretary's emails back then. 

Q And so is that the reason then why you didn't bring it up 
when you were interviewed by the House Oversight and Government Reform 
Committee in May of 2013? 

A That is the reason why. 

Q Okay. 

A Because May is before September. 

Q Okay. And in September of 2014 when you were interviewed 
by Sharyl Attkisson, you revealed these allegations. 

A Yes . 

Q Is there any reason why you did not call this committee to 
relay those allegations prior to your interview with Ms. Attkisson? 

A There's no reason. There's no reason. As such, I had been 
in contact with Sharyl Attkisson about things that she had done. At 
the point in time when I reached out to Sharyl, a couple of things had 
sort of reached a culmination for me. One, I was in a long, extended 
grievance process with the State Department, and that finally 
concluded -- not in my favor, but it concluded. And two, I had started 
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a graduate pnognam in May of 2013 that I had just finished in August 
of 2014. And so I had that burden removed from me. And before that, 
I had both those things sort of going and I wasn't trying to add new 
things . 

I think that I did speak with folks from -- not the -- from this 
committee about that same time. 

Q Shortly after the article appeared? 

A Shortly after the article appeared. Yeah, yeah. 

Q But not before? 

A But not before. 

Q Okay. 

Let me just take a step back to the document review process. Do 
you know how those documents were assembled to be there in that room? 

A I learned subsequently that the document call went out. 
The documents came from various offices. The documents came from 
various offices into NEA/EX, the Executive Bureau. 

NEA/EX pulled together the documents and joined them in the A 
Bureau office with documents from the rest of the building, because 
it wasn't just the NEA Bureau that had documents on Benghazi, there 
were documents within all different bureaus. 

So NEA collected all the documents in NEA/EX. And from NEA/EX, 
they went down to this room. 

I also learned subsequently that the person in charge of the NEA 
collection -- well, in charge -- the IT guy in charge of actually 
gathering the documents wanted to impose a sort of system to serialize 
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the documents as they came in so that there could be no sort of insertion 
or removal of documents once they were received. He ran into a lot 
of opposition. 

Q And who was the IT person? 

A I don't remember his name. But I know that he was -- well, 

I learned subsequently that he was very insistent on setting up this 
system which would have eliminated the --in retrospect, would have 
eliminated the ability of anybody to withdraw documents without there 
being some evidence, because he wanted to serialize each document as 
it came in and then keep a kind of an index in a kind of a way that 
a librarian would do. And they rejected it, and they gave him a hard 

. He eventually an 

assignment in Australia, I heard. 

Q Okay. Who else would have known of his request to serialize 
the documents? Would there have been other people in the NEA/EX 
Bureau? 


A There would have been other people in the NEA/EX Bureau who 
would have known. 

Q And who would those people have been at the time? 

A was there. I think she was the SPMO. 

Q And what does SPMO mean? 

A Supervisory post management officer. I can't remember 
those names. 

Q Okay. Was there at the time? 

A was there at the time. Yes, yes, yes. She 
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was one of the PMOs. In fact, she was the PMO fon Libya, I think. 
Q And was she at the time in October of 2012, if you recall? 
A was in NEA/EX at the time, but I'm not sure what her 

job was. 


Q Okay. You've previously described that Ms. Mills and 
Mr. Sullivan came into this room. Was there any type of access control 
to this room? Did you have to swipe your badge or sign in or anything 
to gain access to this room? 

A I thought I remembered signing in, signing a log. It's been 
a long time. 

Q Okay. 

A I 'm not precisely sure about that. But I thought I recalled 
signing a log to get in. 

Q Into that room, as opposed to into the building? 

A Into that room. 

Q Okay. And who would maintain those logs, if you know? 

A The A Bureau would maintain those logs. 

Q Okay. When you were in the A Bureau, did they routinely 
keep those logs for an extended period of time? 

A I don't know because I worked up in the front office. We 
had -- our areas of sort of jurisdiction and emergency management was 
a separate department in the A Bureau and it wasn't one I covered. I 
covered the Office of Procurement Executive. I covered Small and 
Disadvantaged Business Development. I covered the Global Publishing 
office. And one other. It's been 10 years, I can't remember. 
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Q Okay. Dust generally, is there some sort of access control 
into the State Department on weekends? 

A There is. You have to swipe your card. 

Q Okay. And do you know if logs or any type of recordation 
is kept of your entry and exit from the State Department? 

A I would imagine someone has something somewhere. 

Q Okay. But you don't have any details as to how long those 
records are kept or anything like that? 

A Or even who keeps them. 

Q Going back to this document collection process, you said 
that you subsequently learned that there had been a call for records 
regarding Benghazi. Is that correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Did you take any steps to gather your records to provide 
in response to this call for records? 

A I did not. And I checked with my boss. And I said: Do 
I need to do anything about this record call? And she said: No, you 
don't need to because everything that you've done has come through me. 
So I didn't submit anything. 

Q And you said you talked with your boss. Who are you 
referring to? 

A Liz Dibble. 

Q She was the principal deputy assistant secretary at the 

time? 

A Yes . 
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Q So she had led you to believe that she had collected hen 
records and produced them? 

A Yes. And that I didn't need to. 

BY MR. DAVIS: 

Q Dust a few questions. 

Why did you decide to go in on that particular Sunday? 

A Again, told me that Friday afternoon when she 

checked out she was coming in. She had some work to do. And she told 
me in sort of round details what she was going to be doing. And I said 
I may stop by. 

Q And where was office? Was she on the sixth floor 

or was she on the second floor? 

A She was on the second floor. When she checked out, she came 
to my office to check out. 

Q Okay. Do you know if she worked any other Sundays in 
addition to the one that you saw her there? 

A probably worked most Sundays . She ' s a hard worker . 

Q So Cheryl Mills and lake Sullivan, approximately how long 
were they in the room for? 

A Less than 5 minutes. 

Q Okay. And do you recall them saying anything else other 
than asking who you were? 

A No. 

Q Were you surprised to see them there? 

A Not particularly. 
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Q And why's that? 

A I mean, they kind of nun the place. They can go whenever 
they want. 

Q Was this in the morning on the afternoon that you were there? 

A It was in the afternoon. It was early afternoon. 

Q So you weren't surprised to see them there on a Sunday 

afternoon in sort of a basement -- 

A You know, it was a bit of a surprise, actually. Now that 
I reflect, it was a bit of a surprise. 

Q Had you ever encountered either lake Sullivan or Cheryl 
Mills in person before? 

A I had passed Cheryl Mills in the hallway going to the 
cafeteria a couple of times. I knew lake better because when I was 
the director for regional affairs, we did a lot of stuff with SP, and 
lake was in SP. 

Q So you had actually had occasion to interact with him? 

A Kind of, sort of. I mean, we weren't drinking buddies or 
anything but -- 

Q Now, when she said that -- when she complained that 

she had to work on the weekend, did she say where those orders were 
coming from? 

A I don't recall that she did. I assumed that it was coming 
from Beth and Liz -- from Beth or Liz. 

Q Was it common for^^^^f or other people within your office 
to be tasked with weekend work by people above you in the chain of 
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command? 

A Unfortunately, it is very common. 

Q So you didn't inquire as to why she was working on the 
weekend? 

A This is the way they ran things. It was crazy. But this 
was how they ran things. They did whatever they wanted. 

Q Did you subsequently learn who had instructed her to work 
on the weekend? 

A I didn't subsequently. No, I didn't. 

Q Okay. And you never asked her? 

A No. 

Q Okay. You said at one point, she said that the orders were 
to go through the cables and remove anything that could look damaging 
to Beth, Liz, or the seventh floor. Is that right? 

A Yes . 

Q Did she tell you that she had any other instructions other 
than just those instructions? 

A No. 

Q And did she tell you where those instructions came from? 

A She did not. And I assumed they came from Beth and Liz. 

Q But you did not ask Beth or Liz? 

A I did not ask them. 

BY MS. 3ACKSON: 

Q During the time that she was reviewing documents, did she 
separate or segregate any documents? You said that you did not. Did 
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she? 

A I don't know. I wasn't watching hen. I was reading the 
one that I was reading. 

Q When Cheryl Mills and Dake Sullivan came in, were you in 
this larger room or the smaller room? 

A The smaller room. 

Q The smaller room. Was in the smaller room too? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. Did they come all the way in the room or were they 
in the doorway? 

A They were in the doorway. 

Q Okay. Did they Interact at all with 

A Not that I recall . That ' s not to say that they didn 't . But 
I don't recall. 

Q Do you recall, did you and stand up? Were 

you already standing? 

A We did not stand up. 

Q You were still seated at a table? 

A Yes . 

BY MR. DAVIS: 

Q Let me ask it this way. You said that, regarding Cheryl 
Mills and lake Sullivan, they run the place, so they can do whatever 
they want? 

A Yes . 

Q That aside, were you surprised that on a Sunday afternoon. 
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to see them come down to this small room doing this assignment where 
was 

A I wasn't necessarily surprised to see them show up on a 
Sunday afternoon because that was how they ran things. They were 
everywhere all the time. 

Q But it's different than passing them in the hallway on the 
way to the cafeteria -- 

A That's right. 

Q -- on a Sunday. 

A That's right. 

Q They are at the same place where you are -- 

A That's right. 

Q -- where you didn't even know that something was occurring 

until one of your subordinates mentioned it to you on Friday? 

A That's right. 

Q That didn't strike you as a little odd? 

A It did strike me as a little odd. It's a little odd. But 

it wouldn't have stricken me as more odd, for example, if Pat Kennedy 
had showed up, because this is how they ran things. They went wherever 
they went, whenever they wanted to. They showed up anywhere. You 
could expect to see them. 

Q So you said that after this incident you kind of forgot about 
it until you saw Pickering and Mullen testify? 

A Yes . 

Q So the following day, when you came in on a Monday, did you 
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have any follow-up with about how long she was there? 

A No, not that I recall. 

Q Okay. You never asked her whether she was going to have 
to continue that assignment? 

A I don't remember asking her anything. 

Q And do you remember mentioning this to anybody? 

A I don't remember mentioning it to anybody. 

Q Or asking any additional follow-up questions about the 
assignment? 

A No. 

Q You never asked Beth or Liz Dibble about it? 

A I did not. 


BY MS. 3ACKSON: 

Q To your knowledge, did or anybody else from 

the NEA Bureau go down there and participate in the document review? 

A was the desk officer for Libya, but^^^ was not there 

that Sunday. Now, whether or not she went down there at any point in 
time and did anything with any documents, I don't know. 

Q Okay. Are you aware of any type of document coordination 
group or coordination group that you had for Benghazi-related 
information following the attacks? 

A There was a coordination group out of NEA/EX. 

Q And do you recall who was part of that coordination group? 

A Well, was the NEA/EX director. He would bring 

it up in senior staff meetings, the call for documentation and the need 
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fon people getting things in. I'm not sure who worked unden him, I'm 
sure some people did. 

I think -- the person I was told who tried to institute the 
serialization program was an IT guy. There were other IT people who 
maintained IT equipment and information management in general, and I 
would guess that they were involved in it along with 

and people in the post management - -on the post management side. 

Q Of the NEA/EX? 

A Of NEA/EX. Now, that was one phase. There was probably 

some other group on the seventh floor who was coordinating --or from 
the seventh floor via the A Bureau who was coordinating documentation 
for the whole building, because people didn't bring papers into the 
room where the ARB group was -- where the ARB team was conducting 
interviews. That's not how it was done. 

Q How was it done? 

A It was --to the best of my knowledge, things were -- from 
the geographic bureaus, things were taken to this A Bureau room. And 
from this A Bureau room, they were delivered to the ARB headquarters, 
if you will. 

Q Okay. And how did you learn that? 

A I pretty much learned that -- I only knew the NEA part of 
it. I pretty much learned the A Bureau part after the fact, after all 
this had passed, just asking questions around to find out what was 
really going on. 

Q Okay. Do you recall who you learned that from? 
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A I'm not going to call those names because people came to 
me in confidence to tny to commiserate with me after everything that 
had happened. 


BY MR. DAVIS: 

Q So I want to make sure I understand what you're saying. So 
at the time, in October 2012 -- you think it was October, you definitely 
know it was a Sunday? 

A Yes . 

Q You knew that the ARB had been convened and they were 
investigating the attack? 

A Yes . 

Q And so when you saw the room of documents and going through 
cables, you assumed at that time that it was for the ARB? 

A That it was for the ARB, yes. 

Q But subsequently, between August and October of last year, 
when you were back at the State Department, somebody told you it was 
actually for a congressional response? 

A That's what I was told. 

Q Okay. And who was the individual that told you that? 

A I didn't call that person's name. I'm not going to call 

that person's name. 

Q But you know who that individual is? 

A Pardon? 

Q You ' re not going to tell us, but you remember today who that 
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individual was? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. Did you doubt the veracity of what that individual 
was telling you? 

A No. 

Q So that individual was in a position to know definitively 
whether it was for the ARB or whether it was for Congress? 

A I don't know. 

Q Did you know if that individual was involved in either 
producing documents to the ARB or producing documents to Congress? 

A One or the other. 

Q You don't know which one though? 

A No. 

Q But you know that individual was involved in one of those 

activities? 

A Yes . 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q During the time that you were in the document organization 
room, did you see anybody from Legislative Affairs there? 

A I don't know. 

Q What about from the legal department or legal bureau? 

A I don't know. There were other people in the room. And 

I assumed that the rest of those people, the people who were in the 
room, were all from the A Bureau. That was my assumption. 

Q Did anybody else come in and out in addition or apart from 
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Chenyl Mills and lake Sullivan? 

A I didn't notice anybody else. But again, I was there 
for -- I was there for less than 2 hours, less than an hour and a half. 

Q Did you ever subsequently learn who was coordinating the 
document organization room? 

A No. 

Q To your knowledge, it was the A Bureau? 

A To my knowledge, it was the A Bureau. 

Q Okay. I'm going to change gears here and ask you about 

another topic. 

A Okay. 

Q When you were interviewed by the Oversight and Government 

Reform Committee back in May of 2013, you were on administrative leave 
with the Department. Is that correct? 

A Yes, yes. 

Q And you had been placed on administrative leave at the end 
of December of 2012. Is that correct? 

A December the 20th. Yes, at the end of December. 

Q Okay. And that was following the release of the 

Accountability Review Board report. Is that correct? 

A Yes, yes. 

Q And you talked about what had happened at the time back in 
December of 2012 and how you were placed on administrative leave in 
your prior interview. Is that correct? 

A Yes . 
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Q And is there anything that you would care to elaborate or 
change regarding your prior answers^ given how you were placed on 
administrative leave? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Can you then take us from the time of your interview 
before House Oversight and Government Reform at the end of May 2013 
and today and what happened to your administrative leave, any 
reinstatement with the State Department, what happened with the 
grievance that you filed? 

A Sure, sure. I think it was Congressman Issa who released 

a -- wrote a letter to Secretary Kerry at the time saying: What are 

you doing with these people? Why are these people on administrative 
leave? And this was like the end of Duly. 

Q Of what year? I'm sorry. 

A End of Duly of 2013. And in August -- maybe it was August 
the 19th or the 20th -- I got an email saying: You can come back in, 
and your administrative leave is over. 

Q Okay. Do you recall what day of the week it was? 

A This is the thing wanted me to check. It was either 

the 19th or the 20th of August. 

Q Okay. And you were to report the next day, the next week? 

A Report the next day. 

Q And was there any elaboration in the email as to what had 
happened to your administrative leave? 

A There was no elaboration. 
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Q Okay. And do you recall who it was from? 

A It was from some office in HR. 

Q Okay. And did you report the next day? 

A I reported the next day. 

Q And who did you report to? 

A I reported to the Bureau of African Affairs. 

Q Were you instructed to do that? 

A I was instructed to report to the Bureau of African Affairs . 

Q And what happened when you arrived the next day? 

A The then-assistant secretary of African Affairs -- I think 
she still is -- had been the director general who was kind of my handler 
during the whole administrative leave thing. So she told me that when 
the smoke cleared -- she was in AF and she would have -- 

Q I'm sorry. What? I didn't catch all of that. 

A She told me that when the smoke cleared and everything and 

all the admin leave stuff had ended, that she would have a place for 
me in AF. 

Q She told you that during the pendency of your administrative 
leave? 

A She told me that during the -- what was the word you used? 

Q While it was pending? 

A While it was pending. While it was ongoing. She said: 

Ray, we have a place for you in AF. Because I had served in AF before. 
I had served in three AF posts overseas and in AF/EX in Washington, 
and so I was kind of an AF guy. It was just an accident that I ended 
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up in NEAj a dreadful accident. 

Q And this woman had been the director general of the -- 
A She had been the -- yes. 

Q And she had then moved to be assistant secretary for African 
Affairs? 

A Yes . 

Q Was her name Linda Greenfield-Thomas or Thomas-Greenfield? 

A Yes. One or the other. Yeah, I never can get it straight. 

Q Okay. So when she said this to you, was she still in HR 

or was she in African Affairs? 

A She was still in HR. 

Q Did she know she was going to African Affairs? 

A She knew. Everybody knows where they're going next. 

Q Okay. So what happened when you reported to her at the 
Bureau of African Affairs? 

A They called me into the front office. She and Don Yamamoto, 
who I had known for a long time, he was -- 
Q I'm sorry. Who? 

A He was the PDAS. She was the assistant 

secretary. They called me into the front office. And they said: 
Well, Ray, you're back and we have a number of different places where 
we can put you in Washington or overseas. It's basically your choice. 
What would you like to do? And they gave me a list of possible jobs, 
some more interesting than others. 

And I told them, I said: You know, you people abandoned me and 
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left me out to my own device and forced me to neconfigune my life during 
the period of time that I was on administrative leave. It seemed like 
it was going to be indefinite, and I had no indication I was coming 
back. So I reconfigured my life. And now my life is reconfigured, 
and I have no intention of coming back to the State Department. 

Q So you gave them your notice that you were going to retire? 

A They already had my notice. In fact -- well, that ' s a whole 

nother long story. I was initially scheduled to retire in March or 
April. I can't remember the exact date. And then I -- 

Q Of what year? I'm sorry. 

A Of 2013. I mean, it was even earlier than that. But more 
recently, I was going to retire in March or April of 2013. And I 
withdrew my papers and told them that I wouldn't retire under the cloud 
of this administrative leave, that I would just stay. 

So in August, they brought us all back, and I sort of restarted 
the retirement clock. There was a class, retirement seminar class 
starting the 1st of October, and I got in that class. And I retired 
officially November the 30th. 

So AF was very nice. They said: Well, between now and October, 
when your class starts, if you want an office, if you don't want to 
take leave, you can come here and hang out and use the computer or 
whatever. 

Q And did you do that? 

A And I did that. I did that. So I kind of hung out at AF 
from the end of admin leave in late August until the 1st of October. 
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Q So a 5- or 6-week period? 

A Five- or 6-week period. 

Q And then when you go to this retirement class, is that full 

time? 

A Uh-huh. 

Q And you were there until you retired? 

A At FSI. 

Q FSI is the Foreign Service Institute? 

A Foreign Service Institute, exactly. 

Q Okay. Did you have any further interaction with the 
FIR department regarding your administrative leave to determine why you 
were reinstated, what had happened -- 
A No. 

Q -- anything like that? 

A No, nothing. 

Q Did you have further conversations with 

Ms. Thomas-Greenfield or Ms. Greenfield-Thomas? 

A Nothing further. I mean, by that time, she was in AF. She 
wasn't in FIR anymore. But we didn't have any further conversations. 

Q During the pendency of your administrative leave, had you 
had conversations with her or anyone else regarding the status of your 
administrative leave? 

A Yes, I met with her about once every week. 

Q Met face to face? 

A Face to face. 
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Q So you would come into the State Department -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- and meet with hen? 

A Yes . 

Q And what did you learn from those meetings? 

A Very little. Very little. She said: Ray, it's on Pat's 
desk. They're trying to figure out what to do. It's on Pat's desk. 
Pat is going to make a decision. They're trying to figure out what 
to do. 

I never got anything definitive. 

Q And by Pat, who do you mean? 

A Pat Kennedy. 

Q You stated earlier that you had filed a grievance against 

the State Department? 

A Yes . 

Q Can you tell us about that? 

A The grievance mainly dealt with the manner in which I was 
removed from the position. There are rules that provide for fairness 
and due process when a person is removed from a position, and I felt 
that those measures that are supposed to be taken hadn't been taken 
and that I had been denied due process. 

Q Okay. And you said you were ultimately unsuccessful in 
that grievance process? 

A I was totally unsuccessful. 

Q Okay. How long did that grievance process take? 
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A It took foneven. It took foneven. It went on from 
February of 2013 until June of 2014, because there was a determination 
and then there was an appeal and then there was a rejection of the 
appeal . 

Q When you got the notice to come back, that you were being 
reinstated to, for lack of a better term, active duty -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- with the State Department, were you aware of what 
happened to the other three individuals who were also placed on 
administrative leave at the time you were? 

A I wasn't aware directly. My assumption was, we were all 
brought back at the same time. But I don't know that for certain. 

Q During the pendency of your administrative leave, did you 
ever have any conversations with any of those three individuals? 


A Scott Bultrowicz and I exchanged emails once. 

Q And what was the nature of those emails? 



I don't know whatever happened to Scott either. I lost track of him. 
Q Did you have any conversations with any of those three 


people after you were reinstated in the -- 
A No. 

Q --in the State Department? 
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A No. 

Q At any time during the pendency of youn administrative leave 
were you ever afforded any type of due process to challenge your status 
of being on administrative leave? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Did you ask if there was such a process? 

A Yes . 

Q Who did you ask? 

A Well, I asked through the attorney that I had with the 

professional association AFSA, And she went to HR. She 

talked to several different offices in HR to try to find out, one, what 
was the nature of the charge against me. This was before we knew 
what was in the -- before we saw the classified report. We tried to 
find out what was -- what were our rights within the framework of the 
charges. We got nowhere. 

Q All right, Mr. Maxwell, I think that's all the questions 
that I have. So we are going to go off the record. 

[Recess . ] 
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[11:04 a.m.] 

Mn. Kenny. We'll go back on the necond. The time is 11:05. 

EXAMINATION 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q And, Mn. Maxwell, just again, at the outset here, I just 
want to thank you on behalf of myself, select committee minority, our 
members, we want to thank you for your willingness to come and speak 
with us today. 

I'd like to pick up where we began in the first hour where you 
were discussing or you were asked about some of your previous 
appearances before Congress. And just so that we understand, you did 
appear before Congress to discuss your employment situation, your 
experiences with the Accountability Review Board, and the Benghazi 
attacks. Is that correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. And we'd established that you had a transcribed 
interview with the House Oversight and Government Reform Committee. 
That was May 30th, 2013. Is that correct? 

A Right. 

Q Okay. And in addition to that transcribed interview, you 
met with staff from the minority in October, late October of 2014. 
Does that sound about right to you? 

A That sounds about right. 

Q Okay. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Minority of the select committee. 
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BY MR. KENNY: 

Q The select committee minority staff. Dust to 
differentiate between the House Oversight and Government Reform 
Committee, and now there's a new committee, the Select Committee on 
Benghazi. You met with select committee minority staff in late 
October 2014. Is that correct? 

A Yes. And I met with you and your colleague -- 

Q Chief counsel, that's right. 

A -- afterwards, yeah. Dust to balance things out, right. 

Q And I had from my notes that that date was October 24th, 

2014. Does that sound about right? 

A That sounds right. That sounds about right. 

Q Around that time, do you recall also meeting with the 

majority staff from the committee? 

A With you and the other -- and the -- 

Ms. O'Brien . With the Republican staff. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q With the Republican staff. 

A Yeah. I met with them first and then I met with you guys. 

Q Okay. And you were asked a variant of this question . I'll 

ask it slightly differently. But in those discussions as well as in 
your transcribed interview, were you able to be forthcoming with the 
information that you provided to us? 

A I thought so. 

Q And did you provide complete and truthful information? 
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A Yes . 

Q Okay. With specific respect to the meetings with the 
select committee staff, both the majority and the minority, do you 
happen to know why it is that you met with the minority staff separately 
from the majority staff? Was that something that you had requested? 

A No, I didn't request it. I got a phone call from your 
colleague saying: We'd like to talk to you because you spoke with the 
majority staff . And I said: Well, the phone really doesn 't work, I ' 11 
come in and talk to you. That's what we ended up doing. 

Q Okay. And following that discussion, do you recall 
providing the minority staff with an information document that 
summarized some of your views? 

A Yes. I called it my op-ed. 

Q Your op-ed. 

A Never went anywhere, but -- 

Q So what I would like to do, just for our discussion today, 
I'm going to refer to this document from time to time just to guide 
our discussion going forward. But what I'd like to do is mark this 
as exhibit 1. 

[Maxwell exhibit No. 1 

Was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Maxwell . Okay. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q And this is a two-page document that you emailed to our staff 


on October 24th, 2014. 
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A Is it two on is it three? 

Q As we printed it, it was a two-page document. 

A Okay. 

Q And again, you emailed this to our committee on 
October 24th, 2014. 


A Yes . 

Q I'll provide that to you, give you a moment to review that. 

A Yes. When I printed it out, it came out as three. 

Q Okay. You can hold on to that copy. 

A Okay. 

Q And can you identify this document for us? 

A Yes. This is something that I wrote. 

Q Do you recall when you prepared this or when you wrote this? 

A I think I wrote it in early Dune. I think I wrote it in 

early Dune of 2014. 

Q Dune of 2014, okay. 

And do you recall the purpose for which you wrote this? 

A I wrote it because I felt a kind of relief of a burden because 
I finished both my graduate program and we completed a whole course 
of going back and forth on the grievance process. And so this was kind 
of like my taking a deep breath after all that was over. 

Also, I wanted to kind of memorialize the things that I was 
thinking at the time because things slip away in time. You forget 


things. And these were the things that I wanted to remember. 

Q Okay. So just as a general matter, are the views that are 
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expressed here, these are youn views? 

A These are my views. 

Q Okay. And is the information that's contained in here, as 
you sit here and review this today, is this to the best of your belief 
accurate information? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. So as I explained before, we may refer to this 
document just from time to time and may jump around from section to 
section here. But what I'd like to do at this point is move to our 
discussion of the document review session that you had described in 
the last hour. Do you recall that it occurred at some point in October 
2012, you couldn't recall exactly when it occurred? 

A Right. 

Q And we discussed some of the circumstances surrounding how 
you learned of that particular review session. 

A Right. 

Q And I know that you have indicated that you lived nearby -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- State Department headquarters. Foggy Bottom. 

I'd like to ask, when you learned about this document review 
session, why did you decide to attend? 

A lust out of curiosity. 

Q Okay. So didn't ask or request that you come 

be present? 

A No, she didn't. She only mentioned that she had to go in 
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and do it henself. 

Q Okay. And when you say curiosity, what was youn curiosity? 

A My curiosity was, one, why are my bosses giving my 
subordinates work assignments without going through me. Of course, 
that's how they did things, but it did sort of strike me as being 
curious, if you will. 

Q Okay. And correct me if I'm wrong, but I thought I recalled 
you saying in the last hour that you weren 't sure who had actually tasked 
to go in and do the documents. Is that correct? 

A I wasn't sure, but I assumed it was Beth or Liz or both. 

Q Okay. So at the point you decided to go in, you had assumed 
that the PDAS Liz Dibble or the acting assistant secretary at the time, 
Beth lones, had directed to go to the document review 

session? 

A Yes, that was my assumption. 

Q Okay. But you didn't know that for certain? 

A I didn't know that for certain. 

Q Okay. So part of your curiosity was to determine who had 
provided that tasking to her? 

A I wouldn't say part of my curiosity was to determine. Part 
of my curiosity was just to see what was going on. 

Q Okay. But I thought -- I just asked you a moment ago why 
you decided to attend and you said that you were curious about who had 
provided the instruction to her. 

A Yes . 
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Q Okay. And so in order to help explain who had provided that 
instruction to her, you attended this document session? 

A I guess that's a fair, logical step. 

Q Okay. And when you arrived, did you ask for clarification 
on who had requested to be present that day? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Can I ask why, if you were curious on that point, 
you didn't ask or inquire further with 

A I don't have an answer. I don't have a reason why. 

Q Okay. If part of your curiosity was understanding who had 
sent rather than show up on that Sunday, why not just 

pick up the phone or send an email to PDAS Dibble or Assistant Secretary 
Dones? 

A It was late Friday. They were already gone. Of course, 
they have BlackBerrys. They constantly check their BlackBerrys. It 
never occurred to me to go directly to them and ask. And, frankly, 
a lot of things had gone on around me from that point, prior to that 
point, and from that point on. 

And there were times when I sort of called Liz and Beth on doing 
things like that, and they just lied. And so it never was beneficial 
to put them in a position where they would have to lie. 

Q I'm sorry. Who lied? 

A Beth or Liz. There were several occasions where I would 
say: Why would you go to or and tell them to do X, Y, 


or Z and not include me? 
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And, in fact, if you look at the newly revealed Hillary Clinton 
emails, you'll see emails that went from Hillary Clinton to Beth Dones 
to and then would send It back to me. This Is 

documented . 

So the way they sort of went around me is something that's 
documented by the new emails that have been revealed. 

Q Okay. And in those instances you just described, were 
those related to this particular instance? Those were separate 
incidents? 

A Those were separate incidents, but it speaks to the point 
that there were times when I questioned Beth and Liz on why they were 
going around me and they just lied. And, you know, you know when a 
person is lying to you. And it doesn't create workplace harmony to 
open up a position where a person is going to lie. So why even bother? 

Q So when you say they lied, what exactly did they lie about? 

A There was one particular instance I recall where shortly 
after the attack on Benghazi and the death of Chris and the other three, 
Liz told me: Ray, we're going to send you to Tripoli to hold things 
down until we can find a permanent replacement. And I said: Well, 
you know, fine. , but said: You know. I'll 

check with her and we'll do it. 

Later on, I found out that Beth, without including me, had told 
that he would be going. And circle the wagons back and said: 
Ray, Beth contacted me about going to Tripoli, but she told me not to 
tell you. 
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So following up on youn sort of necommendation, so I checked with 
Beth, and I said: Beth, one, why did you tell that he was going 
to Tripoli without telling me; and two, why did you tell him not to 
tell me? And she just lied and said: I didn't do it. 

Q Did you feel animosity towards Acting Assistant Secretary 
Beth iones? 

A Not initially. I didn't feel anything. You know, she came 
in. I was already there. She didn't need to choose me. She could 
have relieved me and chosen someone, but she chose to go with me. But 
she most certainly did go around me on a lot of different things. 

Q So over time, was it fair to say that your animosity towards 
her, towards PDAS Dibble, was that something that built over time? 

A No, I wouldn't say animosity built. I would say that -- 

Q What would you say? 

A I would say that when these instances came up I called them 
on it and then I left it. I dropped it. I didn 't carry around a grudge . 

Q So in those instances, to use your language, you called them 
on it -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- so you raised it to their attention? 

A Yes . 

Q So in this particular instance when you suspected or it 

sounds like you suspected that either PDAS Dibble or Acting Assistant 
Secretary Tones was going around you directly to why 

didn't you raise it with them then? 




1000 


52 

A Because this was the end of a long series of things, and 
by that time I was just not fighting anymore. I wasn't fighting 
anymore. 

Q Okay. You had indicated that when you did arrive that you 
had personally reviewed some documents. 

A Yes . 

Q Can you elaborate for us specifically which documents 
you - - 

A There are budget cables that came out of Tripoli and out 
of Benghazi during the period of time from luly -- mid-luly to 
mid-August. was on leave for 3, 4 weeks. 

. And so during that period of time I wasn't 
in the flow of classified information and cable traffic. 

When I got back, I caught up on a lot of stuff. But there was 
a lot of stuff that I never got caught up on because of the attack on 
the compound and sort of the diversion of our attention to other things . 
So a lot of the cables that I read that Sunday were things that I just 
hadn't seen. 

Q Was part of one of the reasons why you attended that session 
that day to catch up on some of that traffic? 

A No, that wasn't the reason why. That presented itself once 
I got there. 

Q In the last hour, you were asked a series of questions about 
who you recall being present in that room. I believe you described 
it as a series of two rooms. You'd given us a number of about three 
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to four people. And as I was notating who you described, I have^^^^l 
as one person you identified. You identified another person 
as an intern, but you couldn't recall or you seemed to believe that 
was 


A I thought it was but it may have been that woman who 

was also an intern. I remember -- I recall an intern being there with 
And over time you just -- the memory fades. 

Q So you're not sure as you sit here today whether it was a 
male or a female who was the intern? 

A If it wasn't it would've been a female. And I don't 

remember her name. I don't remember her name. I wish I could. She 
works at the Atlantic Council. You can go to their Web site. 

Q Okay. So that's part of what I was trying to better 
understand is that you had described an intern as being there, but then 
you also described another employee. I thought you described that 
person as an employee who now works at the Atlantic Council. 


A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 


No, no, that was the intern. 
Okay. So that was the intern? 
Yeah. 


And is that person 
No. That's --^^1 


was the first intern's name that 


I called, but said he couldn't recall being there. And so it 
occurred to me, well, maybe there was another intern and I just got 
them confused. 

Q So as you sit here today, you remember that it was an intern. 
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but you're not sure if it was a male on a female? 

A That's night. I know it sounds weird, but -- 
BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

Q And just to be clean, when you came and talked to us at the 
select committee, it sounds like when you came and talked to the 
majority staff in the fall of 2014, at that point you identified -- 

Q -- as being the -- 

A Intern. 

Q -- intern who was present at the -- 

A Document scrub. 

Q Okay. And you identified him at that time because your 
recollection at that time was that he was the person? 

A Yes . 
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conversation? 

A No. 

Q Did you discuss anything else? 

A No. a good guy. And^ in fact^ he was in Tanzania 

at the time working on some type of international development project 
and he emailed me. I see on Facebook every now and then. We're 
not close, but I think we are Facebook friends. 

Q And when you say he was in Tanzania at the time, at the time 
you spoke to him by phone? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. So that's two people we've just discussed. And I 

believe you've identified that there were some other individuals in 
the room as well. You identified one as somebody you recognized as 
somebody who worked for the Administration Bureau. Is that correct? 

A Well, there were other people in the room. There's a large 
sort of operational space and there were offices off to the side. And 
we were in the offices off to the side. But the people who worked in 
that space were in that space. So there were other people in the 
overall space. 

Q Okay. But I think the way you described it for us is that 
you were in a smaller room -- 

A Yes . 

Q --at the time. So who was in that smaller room with you 
at that time? 

A There was --we were initially in a small room, and I was 
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there with and I thought an intern, but I can't recall which 

intern it was. And in that first room, that was when Cheryl Mills and 
lake Sullivan came in. Then, shortly after they left, we moved to a 
larger room because the people who owned the space needed the space, 
and so they just moved us to the other room. 

Q Okay. And so when you shifted from the smaller space to 
the larger space, do you recall -- 

A No, to a similarly small space on the periphery of the larger 

room. 

Q Okay, I understand. 

A Let me draw you a -- the space is like -- this is a door. 
The space is like a big place with big TV screens and computers and 
offices off to the side. So we came in, we started here, we moved here. 
There were still people working out here. 

Q Okay. So that's what I think we're trying to understand. 
And just for the record, we'll mark this as exhibit number 2. 

[Maxwell exhibit No. 2 

Was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Maxwell. Oh, I would have made it prettier if I had known. 
Don't type that. 

Mr. Kenny. If you'd like to make any modifications before we -- 
Mr. Maxwell . No, no. That's fine. 

Ms. lackson . Could you just have him, like, write door, office, 
office, or something? 


BY MR. KENNY: 
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Q Sure. So if you could just write some sort of descriptive 
information for what the boxes represent. 

A And there were computer stations all around. 

Q Sure. We won't hold you to accuracy for the number of 

workstations . 

A I was back in the Department and I thought about actually 
going down there just to check out the space, but I never bothered. 
I was actually across the street in SA2, I think they call it. 

Q Okay. And for the purpose of the record, I've now 
marked -- this is exhibit 2. This is a sketch or a diagram of the room 
you believe the document review took place in. It's on a committee 
notepad. And it describes a large room with two smaller offices within 
that larger room space. Is that an accurate reflection of this? 

A That's an accurate reflection. 

Q Okay. So we'll just leave that in the middle there in case 

we have any additional questions about that. 

So to return to our discussion, you were in one small office 
space -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- with two other individuals. 

A Yes . 

Q And at some point in time an individual or a group of 
individuals needed that space and so you moved to another office space. 
Is that correct? 

A That's right. 
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Q Okay. Did they explain to you at the time why they needed 
that office and not the other office space? 

A No, they didn't. 

Q Okay. And do you recall who it was that informed you that 
they needed that smaller office space? 

A It was who said we were going to move to the other 

space . 

Q Okay. So informed you of that? 

A Yes . 

Q And I thought you had mentioned a few moments ago that it 
was your understanding that that was because some other people needed 
that space at the time. Is that accurate? 

A That was my assumption. 

Q Okay. So now that's an assumption that you made. So 

that's -- nobody told you that they needed that space? 

A Nobody told me that they -- that's right. That's right. 

Q But there were other people present in the larger room at 

that time? 

A There were other people present in the larger room at the 
time, yes. 

Q Okay. And do you recall about how many people were in that 
larger space at the time? 

A In the overall space? 

Q Yes . 

A Six, seven people. 
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Q Okay. So all together in the large conference space with 
the adjoining or attached office spaces, there were approximately how 
many people? 

A Six and seven, three of us makes nine. Ten people total. 

Q Ten people. And you were asked if you recognized any of 

those six or seven individuals. I believe you indicated you hadn't. 
Is that right? 

A That's right. 

Q Or you didn't recognize any of them. So you were unaware, 
for instance, of whether any particular individuals were from the 
Bureau of Diplomatic Security? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Or whether they were from the IRM division? 

A No. 

Q And how about the Bureau of Legislative Affairs? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Were those -- 

A My -- well, I mean, this is speculation. Based on the way 
they were working on equipment, I assume they were either A Bureau 
people or computer guys, which would have made them IRM. 

Q Okay. 

A Yeah. 

Q Were there stacks of documents in the main conference room 
as well? 

A I don't recall what was in the main document. I recall 
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there being stacks of documents in the room where we were. 

Q Okay. Do you recall what those individuals, other than 
what you just described, do you recall what those individuals in the 
main room were doing? 

A No. 

Q Okay. And that's because that wasn't the focus of your 
attention at the time? 

A Sure. That was the focus of my attention at the time. I 
mean, I was -- yeah. 

Q So you described a discussion that you initially had with 
-- let me back that up. 

You described a conversation you had with 

A On Friday. 

Q On Friday. And then you described a later conversation you 
had with her in -- 

A In the space. 

Q -- in this space, okay. And when approximately did that 

conversation take place after you arrived? 

A Shortly after I arrived, because was sort of the 

person in charge and she was sort of -- and she said this is what we're 
doing. 

Q Okay. When you say she was sort of the person in charge, 
what do you mean by that? 

A She was the person in charge. 


Q Okay. 
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A Okay. You've asked me what I mean by that. She was the 
person who knew what needed to be done. 

Q And you know that because how? 

A Because she was giving people instructions: You do this, 
you do that, you do this, you do that. 

Q So let's walk through some of those instructions. So did 
you see her provide instructions to the intern, for instance? 

A No, I didn't, because the intern was already there when I 
arrived. And I assumed that the intern got the same instructions that 
I got. 

Q Okay. But you don't know that because you weren't there 
at the time? 

A Because I wasn't there at the time. 

Q Okay. And when you say she was providing instructions, so 

she didn't provide instructions to the intern. It sounds like she 
provided some sort of instruction to you. Is that accurate? 

A But the intern was already busy working when I arrived, so 
at some point some instruction must have been provided. 

Q Okay. And when you say busy working, what was the intern 
doing? 

A Going through stacks of cables and things, basically the 
same thing that I was doing. 

Q And can you describe that for us. There was a large set 
of documents the intern was reading? 

A There were documents --in the first room there was stacks 
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of documents. In the second room, we actually read some of the 
documents on a computer screen. There were things on the -- there were 
cables on the computer screen. 

Q Okay. So let's take a step back. So in the first room^ 
the intern, there's stacks of documents. What is the intern physically 
doing? 

A The intern is physically reading through the documents. 

Q Okay. And is the intern creating piles -- 

A I don't know. 

Q -- of documents? 

A I don't know because I wasn't watching that person, and we 
didn't stay there that long. 

Q Okay. So when you say that provided 

instruction to the intern, that's just an assumption that you made? 

A That's just an assumption. 

Q Okay. And when you said she provided instructions to other 
people, who were those other people she provided the instructions to? 

A Well, she certainly told me : Ray, this is what we' re doing. 

Q Okay. So when you had that conversation, who was within 

earshot of that conversation? 

A The people who were in the room were within earshot, but 
that would have only been me, and the intern, whose sex I 

can't recall, as weird as that sounds. 

Q Okay. So when you had this conversation shortly after 
arriving in the small room, would the individuals who were located in 
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the langen room, would they have been able to hear the conversation 
you with 

A No, because the small room was enclosed. 

Q Okay. Did you -- just returning to your comment that 

was providing instructions to others -- did you see or 
hear her provide instructions to anyone? 

A Other than me, no. 

Q Did you see her provide written instructions to anyone? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Were there any written instructions? 

A I saw no written instructions. 

Q Okay. 

A I saw no written instructions. 

Q Okay. And we can refer now to exhibit No . 1, because --and 
I'll direct your attention to the third paragraph here. In the middle 
of the paragraph. I'll read into the record, it reads, quote: "There, 
a mid-level NEA desk officer explained the operation to me. 'Ray,' 
she said, 'we are to go through these stacks and pull out anything that 
might put anybody in the NEA Front Office, (i.e.. Assistant Secretary 
Beth Tones or Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary (PDAS) Elizabeth 
Dibble) or the 7th Floor (State Department shorthand for the Secretary 
of State and her principal advisors) in a bad light,'" close quote. 

Sorry. The quote continues. "'But isn't that unethical?' I 
asked. 'Ray,' she responded, 'those are our orders.'" 

I'd just like to ask, because I thought I heard you a few minutes 
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ago, when you were asked what instructions she provided to you or what 
your conversation was, that she said that you were to remove documents. 
Do you recall her specific verbiage, if she said to remove documents 
or to pull out documents? 

A You know, the good thing about writing something down is 
you have it written. The bad thing about it is that you start focusing 
on what you wrote and you lose your memory for what actually occurred. 
And what we need to do now is focus on what occurred and not on what 
I wrote. 

Q Are you suggesting the two are different? 

A No. I'm just saying that for the purposes of this 
conversation, we need to focus on what actually happened and not my 
account of it several months later, in case there's a difference, in 
case there's a difference. 

Q So as you sit here today, you're not sure whether what you 
wrote here is an accurate reflection of what actually occurred? 

A I think this is an accurate reflection, but as far as being 
an identical thing, I would have to give that some thought. I mean, 
you made a -- you wanted to know did she say remove or pull out. I'm 
not sure that I remember exactly that distinction being made. Of 
course, I wrote on this paper that she said go through these stacks 
and pull out anything that might put anybody in NEA front office in 
a bad light. 

Q So the reason I make that distinction is because I just heard 
you use a different term. Here, this is a fairly specific recollection 
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Of -- 

A Right. 

Q -- of the conversation that occunned. But as you sit here 
today, you're not sure what words were actually exchanged. Is that 
fair? 

A Yes. And time has passed and memories have eroded. Of 
course, the words on the page haven't changed, and as long as it's on 
paper it'll last for a few years. 

Q Sure. In here, when it indicates that she told you we are 
to go through these stacks and pull out anything, did you ask her what 
she meant by that? 

A No. I don't recall asking her what she meant by that. I 
thought it was pretty evident. 

Q Did she tell you that -- she or anyone else -- that they 
were planning to remove or scrub documents that put individuals in a 
bad light? 

A I don't recall her using the word "scrub. " The word "scrub" 
came from the media after the Sharyl Attkisson article. 

Q So "scrub" is not your word? 

A "Scrub" is not my word. And I don't say scrub here 

anywhere, I don't think. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms . Did she tell you what would happen to those 
documents after they were pulled out or removed? 

Mr. Maxwell . No. No. But, look, I mean, to sort of shine a 


light on that, it probably -- if I had an attorney here, he would 
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probably pull on my arm and say: Ray, don't say that, don't say that. 

But the fact of the matter is, anytime someone asks for documents 
from the State Department, they never do a raw collection and give that 
entity that raw information. That's not the way it's done. It's 
gathered, people go through it, they prepare it, and it's delivered. 
And there's some editing going on in the process. I mean, that's just 
the way it always happens. That's not an unusual thing. 

And it could be the White House or it could be any congressional 
committee or the ARB or anybody else. If someone wanted raw data, they 
just weren't going to get it from the State Department. It gets 
processed . 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q And what's your understanding of that process, just as a 
general matter? When you say that it's occurred previously, what's 
your understanding of what the State Department's process is for -- 

A Now we're talking about State Department culture, and 
that's kind of amorphous and ambiguous, if you will. But, you know, 
the State Department in this town is like its own sort of entity and 
they release to the public what they want to release. 

We see that going on right now with Secretary Clinton's emails. 
She dumped them on the State Department, and the State Department went 
through them with a fine-tooth comb, and the State Department released 
what they thought would be appropriate for the public. So even the 
public doesn't get the raw data. 

Q So when you say they release things that are appropriate 
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fon the public, is it youn understanding that there are guidelines in 
place that govern what the public does and can have access to? 

A There are probably guidelines in place. 

Q Okay. Are you familiar, for instance, with FOIA guidelines 
that exist? 

A I'm familiar with FOIA guidelines. 

Q Okay. And do you have a sense or understanding of some of 
the categories of information in the FOIA guidelines? 

A I don't. I don't. 

Q You don't. Okay. 

A And I've been away for, you know, all these years, so that 

stuff is not clear in my memory. But the point is that in the 
organizational culture when they provide information for another 
entity, that information gets processed. That's just what happens. 

And in the process of that information being processed, things 
can be -- if there's no adequate machinery for recording, serializing 
each document that has been submitted, who's to say that the finished 
process batch is way less than the initial provided batch? 

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

Q And you're asking that as a question. But in your 
experience, have you ever processed documents and removed and destroyed 
them or done that? 

A I never have. 

Q Okay. And have you ever personally seen someone do that, 
process the documents, remove them, destroy them? 
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A I think it's probably happened. I'm sure it's happened. 
I can't tell you a specific time. 

Q You can't recall a specific time when you saw someone 
actually remove or destroy a document that was being processed 
through -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- the FOIA process? 

A No, we're not talking about the FOIA process. We're 
talking in general about an entity within the State Department 
preparing documentation for someone who's requested it outside of the 
State Department. Sometimes it's FOIA. Sometimes it's not 
necessarily FOIA. 

Q Okay. And in those instances, you're sure that somebody 
has destroyed or removed a document, but you don't have a specific 
recollection? 

A I'm not sure. But what I'm saying is that if there's no 
system put in place that serializes each document as it comes in so 
that you can itemize and inventory those documents as they go out, if 
that's not in place then there's nothing that prevents documents from 
being removed -- or, for that matter, documents from being added. 

Q Sure. Have you ever seen that actually occur? Have you 
ever seen someone actually do that? 

A No. 

Q Okay. And has anyone ever told you that they actually did 
that, that they removed and destroyed a document that was being prepared 
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fon production to someone else outside of the State Department? 

A No one has actually told me that they've done it, no. 

Q Okay. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q Returning to the Sunday document review session, do you 
recall indicating to you that the Bureau of Legislative 

Affairs had organized that particular review? 

A I don't recall that. 

Q Okay. If she had indicated that to you, would that have 
helped you better understand what the purpose of that particular review 
was? 

A If the Bureau of Legislative Affairs had been involved in 
it, then it would have, in fact, been for one of the congressional data 
calls and not for any other. That's why the Bureau of Legislative 
Affairs exists. And if she had told me that, yes, it would have made 
a difference. It would've been additional information. 

Q Okay. And you indicated you weren't aware at the time of 
the purpose of the document review session that you described, but at 
some later point you learned or somebody told you that they believed 
that it was for the purposes of a congressional request? 

A Exactly. I assumed it was for the ARB because the ARB was 
a big thing that was going on at the time that documents were being 
collected for. But documents were being collected for a number of 
different people who were asking for documents. 

Q Right. Are you aware, for instance, that on September 20th 
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of 2012, that the House Oversight and Government Reform Committee had 
sent a letter to the State Department requesting a variety of documents 
related to the attacks? 

A I'm not aware. 

Q Returning to your observations within the two rooms that 
you were in, did you at any point in time witness pull 

out any documents? 

A I didn't see her pull out any documents. 

Q Okay. Did you see her remove or destroy any documents? 

A No. 

Q Scrub or toss out any documents? 

A No. 

Q Did you see or the person you described as the 

intern remove or destroy any documents? 

A No. 

Q Scrub or toss out any documents? 

A No. 

Q Rather than pull out documents, did you see any of those 

individuals mark the documents in any way, for instance, with 
highlighters or stickies? 

A No. No. I was only focused on the documents that I was 
reading myself. 

Q Okay. And I believe you described was the 

deputy director at the time? 

A Yes. She was acting director, because was in Tripoli 
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at the time. 

Q Okay. And to nefen youn attention back to exhibit 1 , the 
sentence that I read fon you there, you described her as a, quote, "a 
mid-level NEA desk officer," close quote. Was that an accurate 
description at the time? 

A She was mid-level. She wasn't desk. She was the deputy 
office director. So I shouldn't have said a mid-level NEA desk 
officer. 

Q Okay. So the Daily Signal article that was published 
September of 2014, in that article -- and we can introduce it as an 
exhibit to help refresh your recollection. 

[Maxwell exhibit No. 3 

Was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Maxwell . This is Sharyl's article? 

BY MR. KENNY: 


Q Sharyl's article. It's reported that you described 

or the office director as, quote, "close to Clinton's top 
advisers," close quote. 

A Yes. Yes. 

Q Why did the description change between this description 
here and The Daily Signal's description? 

A I don't remember exactly where it changed. I wrote this 
as a sort of memory jog for myself. The conversation I had with Sharyl 
Attkisson was somewhat based on this but somewhat based on our own 


conversation . 
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The fact of the matter is had worked in the operations 

center. She had been a SWO. She was a seventh floor sort of entity, 
identity, if you will. And we relied on that to get things done in 
the Bureau. 

Q Okay. When you say SWO, you ' re referring to a senior watch 
officer -- 

A Senior watch officer. 

Q -- in the operations center? 

A Uh-huh. 

Q And so you're saying at some point between when you prepared 
this document in the summer of 2014 and when the Cheryl Attkisson piece 
appeared in The Daily Signal in September 2014, that the description 
of changed from a mid-level desk officer to one of 

Clinton's top advisers. Is that fair? 

A Well, I don't think The Daily Signal says she's one of 
Clinton's top advisers. I think it says she's an inside person. I 
don't think it says she's one of Clinton's top advisers. 

Q Okay. Close to Clinton's top advisers? 

A Yes. Yes. Same person. 

Q Okay. And that's -- the basis for that statement is that 

she worked in the operations center at some point in time? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. Would anybody who works in the operations center be 
considered close to Clinton's top advisers? 

A No, anyone wouldn't be. The fact of the matter is, we 
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relied on closeness with people on the seventh floor in order 

to get things done for our office, in order to find out what was going 
on on the seventh floor. had been a SWO, which is not anyone 

working in the operations center. It's one of four people in a given 
year. 

I see the point you're making about the evolution from a mid-level 
desk officer to an insider in the Clinton administration. 

That's -- that happened. That happened in the conversation with 
Sharyl Attkisson. I don't know what else to tell you. 

Q Okay. Other than -- I asked you the question for 

more the intern -- other than those three 

individuals, did you witness anyone on that occasion pull out any 
documents? 

A No. 

Q Did you witness anyone remove or destroy or attempt to 
remove or destroy any documents? 

A No. 

Q Did you witness anyone scrub or toss out any documents? 

A No. 

Q Did anyone specifically tell you that they were ordered to 

remove or destroy documents that put the Department in a bad light, 
other than 

A No. 

Q And do you know for a fact that documents that you saw during 
that session were not later provided to the Accountability Review 







1022 


74 

Board? 

A I don't know that. 

Q Okay. In the course of your conversation, you indicated 
that you raised -- and this is in exhibit 1 as well -- where you raised 
the question, "But isn't that unethical," is what you said. It sounds 
like you had an ethical concern or question about the activity that 
you witnessed. Is that fair? 

A Yes. Yes. 

Q Okay. What was the basis of that concern? 

A Well, if the instruction is to withdraw or to pull out or 
to remove documents that put people in a bad light and the rest of the 
documents are going to some entity that ' s going to review the documents, 
how ethical is it to remove certain things and leave other things 
because you think the things you removed put someone in a bad light? 

Q So the ethical concern that you had was an ethical concern 
you hadn't expressed at that moment in time. It was not new to you 
later. Is that correct? 

Let me rephrase it. At the time you had the conversation with 
at that time you had an ethical concern with what was 
described to you? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And you raised it with your subordinate in the course 
of that review? 

A Yes . 

Q What did you do next? 
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A I didn't do anything next. I continued reading the 
documents . 

Q Okay. You didn't leave immediately? 

A I didn't leave immediately. 

Q Did you instruct or the intern not to 

participate in that activity? 

A No. 

Q Did you at any point that day or at a later point in time^ 
did you raise your ethical concern or question with any of your 
supervisors in the NEA Bureau? 

A No. 

Q So you didn't raise it with the principal deputy assistant 
secretary? 

A No. 

Q You didn't raise it with the assistant secretary? 

A No. 

Q Did you raise your ethical question or concern with anyone 
in the Bureau of Legislative Affairs? 

A Why would I raise it with anyone? No. The answer is no. 

Q Did you raise it with anyone in the Administration Bureau? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Did you report your ethical concern to the inspector 

general? 

A No. 

Q Did you report your concern to the Accountability Review 



1024 


76 


Board? 

A No. 

Q Okay. If at the time you thought on had a concern that 
relevant documents were being pulled out of a production and wouldn't 
be available for the Accountability Review Board to review, you didn't 
think that was relevant to the ARB's investigation? 

A We talked about a lot of different things, but the short 
answer is no. And actually, my interview with the ARB was subsequent 
to this thing taking place. Maybe that was my own moral lapse. So 
maybe I felt at that point that I was on the team. It's possible. 

Q What do you mean by on the team? 

A On the team. I was, you know, I thought I was -- maybe I 

thought that I was on the team with folks that were doing this, that 
I was a part of it, that I was just as -- that I bore just as much guilt 
as I accused them of. 

Q So what I'm trying to understand is you felt like you were 
on the team but you didn't participate in the activity and you expressed 
an ethical concern about it at the time. Why would you have viewed 
yourself as part of the team? 

A Well, that's a question for a psychiatrist, isn't it? 
That's a question for a psychiatrist. I'll give you an example. I'll 
give you an example. 

Immediately after the attack in Libya, the opposition folks that 
we were supporting were massacring black-skinned Libyans. And I 
raised that with PDAS Dibble and with assistant secretary -- Acting 
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Assistant Secnetany Beth lones, and with the folks in the human nights 
office and with the folks in the Maghreb office. 

And, in fact, every cable that came up that didn't include some 
reference to what was happening to the Tauregi, I made sure it was added . 
But guess what? They just slapped me down . And this was in September . 
So maybe by October I had just been slapped down enough about raising 
ethical issues about things. So I didn't -- 

Q Let me ask the question this way. We understand based on 
your previous interview that you had a previous relationship with Dick 
Shinnick, was one of the Accountability Review Board members. Is that 
correct? 

A I do. 

Q And how long had you known Mr. Shinnick? 

A Since 1997. 

Q Okay. So for a long time? 

A For a long time. 

Q Okay. Did you ever think to raise this concern that you 
had about this document review directly to Mr. Shinnick, a person whom 
you'd known for a long time, who was serving on the Board --on the 
Accountability Review Board? 

A No. 

Q And why not? 

A That's a good question. I don't have an answer for that. 

Q So I guess to summarize, the only person you did raise this 

concern was 
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A That's night. 

Q And we asked whether on not you were aware of other NEA 
staffers, whether they participated. It sounds like you weren't. Is 
that fair? 

A Right. 

Q So you didn't -- certainly didn't instruct anyone in NEA 
not to participate in this activity. Is that correct? 

A That's right. 

Q Did anyone in NEA, any other staffers other than the two 
you described, did they ever at any point express a concern to you about 
participating in a document review? 

A No. No. 

Q You referred to a brief visit that was made by Cheryl Mills 
and lake Sullivan at some point on that Sunday. And just so we can 
understand, you were in the small office when they arrived. Is that 
correct? 

A Yes . 

Q And they came to the small office? 

A They were standing in the doorway. 

Q Okay. And did they do anything in the small office? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Did you see them review any documents? 

A No. 

Q Did you see them talk to anyone else other than each other? 

A No. 
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Q Did you see them remove or destroy any documents? 

A No. 

Q Did you see anything that you would consider to be 
inappropriate about what they were doing when they were present? 

A The only time I saw anything about them was when Cheryl said, 
"Who is he?" or, "Who are you?" whichever one it was. And lake said, 
"That's Ray. He's a Maghreb DAS." And I continued doing what I was 
doing. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. So nothing inappropriate? You didn't see 
them do anything inappropriate? 

Mr. Maxwell . I didn't see them do anything. I mean, as far as 
I can recall, they turned around and walked out. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q And you said that you then later forgot about this event? 

A I completely forgot about it. 

Q Okay. And that applied then when you appeared before the 
House Oversight and Government Reform Committee on May 30th -- 

A It applied until I heard Mullen and Pickering give their 
testimony in September of 2013. 

Q Okay. Well, let's talk about that, and I think for this 
we'll introduce -- this will be exhibit No. 3. I'll give you a moment 
to review. 

lust for the purposes of the record, this is an article that 
appeared, a posting that appeared in The Daily Signal. The title is 
"Benghazi Bombshell: Clinton State Department Official Reveals 
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Details of Alleged Document Review," posted by Shanyl Attkisson, 
September 15, 2014. 

A Right. Okay. 

Q So I'll direct your attention to the middle of the second 
page under -- 

A Unfettered access. 

Q -- the section that's "'Unfettered Access'?" 

A Yep. 

Q I'll just read from here. It reads, quote: "In May 2013, 
when critics questioned the ARB's investigation as not thorough enough, 
co-chairmen Ambassador Thomas Pickering and Admiral Mike Mullen 
responded that 'we had unfettered access to everyone and everything, 
including all the documents we needed.'" 

A Yes . 

Q "Maxwell says that when we heard that statement, he couldn't 

help but wonder if the ARB -- perhaps unknowingly -- had received from 
his bureau a scrubbed set of documents with the most damaging material 
missing," close quote. 

According to exhibit 3, Ambassador Pickering and Admiral Mullen 
issued a statement claiming they had unfettered access to documents 
in May of 2013. 

A Okay. Then I got that date wrong. 

Q Okay. It's our understanding that that statement was made 
on or around May 6th of 2013, which would have preceded your appearance 
before the House Oversight and Government Reform Committee. 
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A Okay. Well, what I recall is it being laten. Now, I'm not 
sure if -- I don't know. 

Q The statement is, as described -- responding to a question 
from majority staff -- in the first line, in May 2013, co-chairmen 
Ambassador Thomas Pickering, Admiral Mullen responded, and it includes 
a direct quote from them. It's a quote that was widely publicized at 
the time in connection with a hearing that the House Oversight and 
Government Reform Committee held. 

A Yeah. 

Q Do you recall that hearing? 

A I recall that hearing. It may well be that I didn't read 
the statement until September, because I don't recall hearing the 
"unfettered access" statement until the fall. 

Q Okay. So even though there was a statement that was made 
by the ARB chairman and co-chairman before you appeared on the House 
Oversight Committee, your testimony today is you don't recall seeing 
that until after you appeared before the House Oversight Committee for 
a transcribed interview. Is that accurate? 

A That's true. That's true. 

Q Okay. And within this statement, when the ARB describes 
their access as, quote, unquote, "unfettered," why was that a surprise 
to you? 

A Because I suspect that it was fettered. That's why it was 
a surprise. 

Q Okay. But it sounds like your suspicion that it was 
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fettered, to use youn word, was something that you had had -- was a 
suspicion that you had held fon a long period of time. Is that correct? 
Why would it surprise you to hear investigators claim that they had 
unfettered access? 

A I understand your question, and I see the mixup in the dates . 
It's clear here that I testified on May the 30th and it's clear here 
that this article says Pickering and Mullen claimed they had unfettered 
access in May of 2013, before my testimony. And I say that when I heard 
them say that, that made me recall this other thing. I see the 
confusion. I just didn't focus on their statements in May. 

Q So in September of 2013, if I understand you correctly, 

that's when you remembered that this incident took place in a document 
review session in a room underneath the jogger's entrance. Is that 
correct? 

A Yes . 

Q And what did you do then? 

A I didn't do anything then because I was busy doing other 
things . 

Q Okay. The second line here, "Maxwell says when he heard 
that statement he couldn't help but wonder if the ARB -- perhaps 
unknowingly -- had received from his bureau a scrubbed set of documents 
with the most damaging material missing," when you say "perhaps 
unknowingly" -- well, first, is that statement an accurate reflection 
of your views? 

A That statement is an accurate reflection of my views, but 
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it didn't happen after this statement was made in May. It happened 
after I heard the statement made in September. 

Q Okay. 

A So we're talking about a placement of paragraphs. She put 
the paragraph after the May 2013 statement about Pickering and Mullen. 
I would have put it after the interview in September 2013. 

Q Okay. And that's -- I think that's a fair distinction to 
be made here. But is that sentence there, is that an accurate -- it's 
not a direct quote from you. So I'd like to ask, is that an accurate 
representation of your beliefs at that time? 

A The word "scrub" wasn't mine. It wasn't my vocabulary. 
But it did cause me to wonder if perhaps what they got had been -- had 
not been a complete set of documents. 

Q Okay. 

A Now, we know now -- I mean, of course, it's on the 
record -- we know for a fact now that they didn't have the complete 
records because they didn't have the Secretary's emails. They didn't 
have the emails of the senior staffers. We know for a fact now that 
they didn't have unfettered access. 

Q And I understand your point. But here -- 

A Yeah. 

Q -- you're not describing whether the State Department had 

a complete set of documents. You're talking about the ARB -- 

A That's right. 

Q -- and you say "perhaps unknowingly." So the implication 
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here is that the ARB was somehow awane that it had, to use youn word, 
fettered access. Is that what you believed at the time? 

A No. I said perhaps the ARB unknowingly, meaning that the 
ARB didn't know that what they had wasn't unfettered access. 

Q But you're leaving open the possibility that they did know. 
Is that fair? 

A Well, that's the English language, yes. Yes. 

Q Okay. Why would you leave open the possibility? Did you 

have any evidence that the ARB was aware that its access was restricted? 

A No, I had no evidence. 

Q Okay. So this statement here is based on your belief, but 

it's not based on any evidence that you had at the time -- 

A That's true. 

Q --or even today? Okay. 

I just want to make sure that we cover all our bases here. Further 
on this point, referring you back to exhibit 1, the second sentence 
in paragraph three reads, quote: "But the Board's difficulty in 
gaining access to information was not accidental, it was by design." 

What did you mean by that? 

A This was in reference to something that Dick Shinnick told 
me in the hallway, and we talked about it in the May 30th testimony. 
Dick said: Ray, we're not getting any kind of context, we're not 
getting any kind of information. 

The fact of the matter is, everybody, every individual but me went 
up before the ARB, went before them with an attorney, and was very sort 
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of circumspect about what they said. Only I was dumb enough, stupid 
enough, because Dick Shinnick said: Ray, give us some context. And 
only I went up there and had a free-flowing conversation and shared 
everything that I thought I knew about the questions that they asked 
me without being restricted. 

And so -- 
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[12:04 p.m. ] 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q I think you've lost me. 

A Okay. 

Q The sentence here does talk about difficulty gaining access 
to information. But it says it was not accidental. It was by design. 
What did you mean by, it was by design? 

A It was by design of people in State wanting to regulate what 
information went to the ARB. 

Q Okay. And who are those people? 

A I think it's pretty well established that Cheryl Mills was 
involved, in every step of the way, of the ARB's deliberation. That's 
not any new revelation. I think it's also clear that the executive 
secretary, of the ARB, was in contact with people in the -- at least 
in NEA about a number of different things. And so information was 
regulated through that channel. 

Q So maybe I'll just stop here and we'll walk through these, 
and if you have more -- 

A Okay. 

Q --I'll give you the opportunity to add to that and to the 
record . 

A Okay. 

Q But you just said a moment ago when I asked about who 
designed the process such that documents would not get to the ARB, you 
mentioned Cheryl Mills' name. And I would like to ask you what is your 
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basis fon that statement? 

A I guess there's no organizational chart that I could point 
to that shows Cheryl Mills being involved in the ARB thing. But we 
do know for a fact because Mullen testified to the effect that, for 
example, he contacted Cheryl Mills to let her know that Charlene Lamb 
wouldn't be a good person to testify in a public testimony. And, you 
know, Mullen called Cheryl to give her a heads-up that Charlene Lamb 
wouldn't be the best person. 

There was a kind of a -- some people would call it a collusion 
between Cheryl Mills and the ARB staff, that sort of, in my estimation, 
affected the independence of the ARB. 

Q And you say some people would describe it as 
that -- collusion is a very strong word. You would agree -- 

A Well, I mean, I'm not a lawyer. I mean, maybe I shouldn't 
have said collusion. But if Mullen was on the phone having 
conversations with Cheryl Mills about proceedings of the ARB, then the 
ARB wasn't independent of the Secretary's staff. 

Q So you're inferring your beliefs, in your statement, that 
Cheryl Mills was somehow involved in restricting access of information 
to the ARB is based on the phone call that Admiral Mullen placed to 
Cheryl Mills? 

A Assuming that that wasn't the only time that type of phone 
called occurred. 

Q Do you have any evidence of another -- 

A I do not. 
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Q -- contact -- 

A I do not. I do not. 

Q Okay. So when you make the statement, it is based solely 
on the fact on the testimony -- 

A Solely. 

Q -- from Admiral Mullen that he received the call from -- 

A Solely. 

Q Okay. And nothing else? 

A Nothing else. 

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

Q So just to be clear, it's not based on any personal 
observation of Cheryl Mills doing anything or saying anything? 

A It's -- 

Q For us, we're just trying to get -- what is it that you 
personally observed or you have personal information about evidence 
of versus, you know, stuff gets -- 

A Here's what I have personal information about. There were 
daily decisions that were made, inside geographic bureaus, staffing 
decisions, that needed to receive Cheryl Mills' approval throughout 
the building. And that wasn't just the ARB. That was the way the State 
Department was run under Hillary Clinton. Cheryl Mills had her hand 
in everything, as did Pat Kennedy. But a lot of day-to-day things that 
just should have been handled within bureaus had to go past Cheryl 
Mills. And a lot of decisions couldn't get made because they were on 
Cheryl's desk awaiting decision or determination. And that's how the 
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building nan. And that caused a lot of people a lot of frustration 
because Cheryl's only one person, and if everything has to go through 
her to be decided, things just stack up on her desk. Day-to-day mundane 
things had to go through Cheryl first. It was absurd. 

In fact, I testified on May 30th that -- that my getting this job 
was Cheryl Mills involved in the NEA Bureau because she felt that NEA 
didn't have enough African American Ambassadors. Of course I didn't 
know that at the time. I found that out after the fact. But she was 
involved in lots of decisions, mundane decisions, that she just -- a 
lot of people thought she shouldn't have been involved in. And that 
played into the way the ARB was being run. Now, I don't have any 
evidence. All I know is the way the building was run in general. 

Q Okay. So what you're speaking to about Cheryl Mills being 
involved in mundane decisions is not related specifically to the ARB. 
It's related --I'm sorry. It's not related specifically to the ARB? 

A It is not. 

Q Okay. It's related to her being involved in other -- 

A In things -- 

Q -- unrelated to the ARB? 

A That's right. 

Q And then you're extrapolating? 

A And I'm extrapolating. That's true. 

Q Okay. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q Okay. And to return to our discussion, you had made 
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nefenence, nefenned to Chenyl Mills. You'd also nefenned to the 
executive secnetany of the ARB. 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And you had cited that as an instance on an example 

of your belief that the ARB had fettered access, had restricted access 
to information within the Department. Is that correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And what is the basis for that? 

A Well, there's no basis. There's no basis. But if she was 
the executive director of the ARB, the executive secretary of the ARB 
was her exact title, well, then, the executive secretary of anything 
handles the documentation that comes into that thing. I was executive 
secretary at the Embassy in Baghdad. When I was executive secretary, 
I handled all the information that came into Ryan Crocker's office or 
office, who was his DCM. That was my job. 

I checked it to make sure that it was properly formatted. I 
checked it to make sure that it was sort of in agreement with sort of 
unity of effort requirements. If it wasn't in the right format or if 
it didn't quite go along with the policy as Ambassador Crocker wanted 
it, we would send it back. That was my job to send it back. That's 
what executive secretaries do. So the minute you have an executive 
secretary, the executive secretary becomes a kind of a gate, if you 
will, and she was that gate. 

Now, my experience with her was -- my personal experience with 
her was that she was the acting assistant secretary for human rights. 
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and there's several of the acronyms. Early in the process, I made it 
my sort of personal crusade to get on people's radars what was happening 
to minorities by the opposition that we were supporting. And she was 
one of the people who worked with my PDAS to make sure that I was 
corralled, or at least that was my impression. So maybe I had a 
predisposed idea towards her. 

Q Did you ever see or learn that was present in that 

document review session that you described for us earlier? 

A No. And she would have been foolish if she showed up for 
that. She wouldn't have. She wouldn't have. Because the 
information was gathered in that room and then taken up to her level 
where she was. And the office for the ARB was on the fourth or fifth 
floor. 


BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

Q Do you have any evidence that the executive secretary 
actually acted as a gatekeeper and restricted access of 


information to the ARB? 


A I don't have any evidence. I just know what an executive 
secretary does because I had been one. 

Q Okay. And what is your evidence that was involved 

in corralling your concerns regarding the plight of minorities in 
Libya? Is that something you're assuming, or is that something that 
you sort of saw? 

A It never saw the light of day. And it wasn't for my lack 
of effort to make it see the light of day. That was my job. But it 
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never saw the light of day in terms of policy. But I don't have any 
evidence . 

Q Okay. So you sent your concerns up and they stopped at some 
point, but you don't know who stopped them? 

A I don't know who stopped them. It could have been Beth or 
Liz. And I don't know who stopped it. 

Q Okay. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q Okay. I think at this point, Mr. Maxwell, what we would 
like to do is shift gears a little bit. And I'd like to ask you about 
a series of public allegations that have been made about the attacks. 
It's been 3.5 years. There's a number of allegations that have made 
publicly about circumstances surrounding the attacks. And what I'd 
like -- 

A In Benghazi? 

Q Correct. And what I'd like to ask for here is just whether 
you have firsthand knowledge or evidence to support the allegation. 
If you don't, that's fine. Then we can just move on to next one. 

A Okay. 

Q But what we don't -- what we're not asking for is for you 

to speculate. So if you don't have firsthand information, because I 
know that we've done a little bit of speculating today -- 

A Okay. 

Q And so I'll begin. The first allegation is it has been 
alleged that Secretary of State Clinton intentionally blocked military 
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action on the night of the attacks. One Congressman has speculated 
that Secretary Clinton told Leon Panetta to stand down, and this 
resulted in Defense Department not sending more assets to help in 
Benghazi . 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton ordered 
Secretary of Defense Panetta to stand down on the night of the attacks? 

A No. No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton 
issued any kind of order, to Secretary of Defense Panetta, on the night 
of the attacks? 

A No. I worked until way past midnight on the night of the 
attacks. And we had things that we were very overwhelmed with at the 
time. And we were -- those are the things that we were focused on. 

Q Okay. The next allegation, it has been alleged that 
Secretary Clinton personally signed an April 2012 cable denying 
security to Libya. Washington Post Fact Checker evaluated that, 
claiming they gave it four Pinocchios, its highest award for false 
claims . 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton personally signed 
an April 2012 cable denying security resources to Libya? 

A I don't know anything about that. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton was 
personally involved in providing specific instruction on day-to-day 
security resources in Benghazi? 

A I don't know anything about that. But it seems weird that 
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she would be. 

Q Okay. 

A But no, I don 't have any -- I don't know anything about that. 
Q It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton misrepresented 
or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi to his own 
people in order to garner support for military operations in Libya in 
spring of 2011. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton misrepresented 
or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi to his own 
people in order to garner support for military operations in Libya in 
spring 2011? 

A No. And that was before I came into this job. Into this 

job. 

Q It has been alleged that the U.S. mission in Benghazi 
included transferring weapons to Syrian rebels or to other countries. 
A bipartisan report issued by the House Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence found that, quote, "The CIA was not collecting and 
shipping arms from Libya to Syria," closed quote, and that they found, 
quote, "No support for this allegation," closed quote. 

Do you have any evidence that contradicts the House Intelligence 
Committee's bipartisan report finding that the CIA was not shipping 
arms from Libya to Syria? 

A That goes into a classified place. 

we can discuss here and now. What I can say is I don't know anything 
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about Syria's involvement in the relocation of those MANPADs. 

Q Okay. And just to be precise on this, we understand that 
you have a concern about certain classified information that you were 
read into. The specific finding here is that the CIA was not collecting 
and shipping arms from Libya to Syria. So do you have any evidence 
that would contradict the House Intelligence Committee's bipartisan 
report finding, that the CIA was not shipping arms from Libya into 
Syria? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the U.S. facilities in 
Benghazi were being used to facility weapons transfers from Libya to 
Syria or to any other foreign country? 

A No. 

Q A team of CIA security personnel was temporarily delayed 

from departing the Annex to assist the Special Mission Compound, and 
there have been a number of allegations about the cause of and 
appropriateness of that delay. The House Intelligence Committee 
issued a bipartisan report concluding that the team was not ordered 
to stand down but that instead there were tactical disagreements on 
the ground over how quickly to depart. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the House Intelligence 
Committee's finding that there was no stand order to CIA personnel? 

A No. 

Q Putting aside whether you personally agree with the 

decision or think it was the right decision, do you have any evidence 
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that there was a bad on improper reason behind the temporary delay of 
CIA security personnel who departed the Annex to assist the Special 
Mission Compound? 

A No. But I would like to say at this juncture that I read 
the report of the House Select -- the House Intelligence Committee. 
And I read the Annex's, some of which were very revealing. Most people 
didn't read the Annex's. And so if you haven't read the Annex's to 
that report, you ought to read the Annex's. 

Q And we have, sir. 

A Okay. 

Q I can assure you of that. 

A Okay. 

Q And when you refer to Annex's, these were the Annex's that 
were publicly released as part of the report -- 

A That's right. And people still don't read them because 
they're Annex's. But there was some interesting information in them. 

Q Okay. This is going to be a variation of some of the themes 

and topics we were discussing today. 

A Okay. 

Q Do you have evidence that anyone at the State Department 
removed or scrubbed damaging documents from materials that were 
provided to the ARB? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
directed anyone else at the State Department to remove or scrub damaging 
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documents from the materials that were provided to the ARB? 

A Read that again. 

Q Sure. Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State 
Department directed anyone else at the State Department to remove or 
scrub damaging documents from the materials that were provided to the 
ARB? 

A That's a tough one. I have to think about that. Because 
what I ' ve said that did is exactly that . Of course if it wasn ' t 

for the ARB, then it wasn't that. And so that sort of cancels it. 

Q Are you referring to the instruction that you reported 
from 

A Yes . 

Q So other than that instance, do you have any evidence that 
anyone at the State Department -- 

A No. 

Q -- directed anyone else -- 

A No. 

Q Okay. Let me ask these questions for documents that were 
provided to Congress . Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State 
Department removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials 
that were provided to Congress? 

A No evidence. 

Q It has been alleged the CIA Deputy Director Michael Morell 
altered unclassified talking points about the Benghazi attacks for 
political reasons and that he then misrepresented his actions when he 
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told Congress that the CIA, quote, "Faithfully performed our duties 
in accordance with the highest standards of objectivity and 
nonpartisanship," closed quote. 

Do you have any evidence the CIA Deputy Director, Mike Morell, 
gave false or intentionally misleading testimony to Congress about the 
Benghazi talking points? 

A No. I have no evidence. 

Q Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Morell 

altered the talking points provided to Congress for political reasons? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that Ambassador Susan Rice made an 
intentional misrepresentation when she spoke on the Sunday talk shows 
about the Benghazi attacks. 

Do you have any evidence that Ambassador Rice intentionally 
misrepresented facts about the Benghazi attacks on the Sunday talk 
shows? 

A No evidence. 

Q It has been alleged that the President of the United States 
was virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief on the night of the attacks 
and that he was missing in action. 

Do you have any evidence to support the allegation that the 
President was virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief or was missing in 
action on the night of the attacks? 

A No evidence. I don't know anything about that. 

Q It has been alleged that a team of four military personnel 
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at Embassy Tripoli on the night of the attacks who were considering 
flying on the second plane to Benghazi, were ordered by their superiors 
to stand down, meaning cease all operations. Military officials have 
stated those four individuals were instead ordered to, quote, "Remain 
in place," closed quote, in Tripoli to provide security and medical 
assistance at that location conversation. 

A Republican staff report issued by the House Armed Services 
Committee found that, quote, "There was no stand down order issued to 
U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight in 
Benghazi," closed quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the conclusion of the House 
Armed Services Committee that there was no stand down order issued to 
U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight in 
Benghazi? 

A I don 't have any evidence. Greg Hicks testified that there 
was a stand down order. But I don't have any evidence. 

Q Okay. This is the last one. It has been alleged that the 
military failed to deploy assets on the night of the attack that would 
have saved lives. However, former Republican Congressman Howard Buck 
McKeon, former chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, 
conducted a review of the attacks, after which he stated, quote "Given 
where the troops were, how quickly the thing all happened, and how 
quickly it dissipated, we probably couldn't have done more than we did, " 
closed quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict Congressman McKeon 's 
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collusion? 

A I don't have any evidence. I saw 13 Hours like everybody 
else did. But I don't have any evidence. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the Pentagon had military 
assets available to them on the night of the attacks that could have 
saved lives that the Pentagon leadership intentionally decided not to 
deploy? 

A I don't have any evidence. 

Q Okay. And that concludes our questioning. Thank you 
again, Mr. Maxwell. 

Ms. Jackson . We're good. 

Mr. Kenny. Okay. We'll go off the record. 

[Whereupon, at 12:23 p.m., the interview was concluded.] 
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April 29, 2016 


Select Committee on Benghazi 
U.S. House of Representatives 
1036 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Sir/Ma’am: 

I am writing to respond to a point in my testimony of March 9, 201 6, of which I reviewed the 
transcript and provided notes on March 21 . 

In the second half of the March 9 interview, Mr. Kinney inferred from a Sheryl Attkisson article 
that I had access to a Pickering transcript in advance of my testimony before the House 
Committee on Oversight and Government Reform of late May, 2013. This was in response to 
my assertion that there was information in Pickering’s testimony that the ARB had “unfettered 
access” to all documentation that I did not discover until September, 2013. 

Mr. Kinney’s point was that I should have had access to that information when I testified in May, 
2013, again, based on an inference that he made from the Sheryl Attkinson article. At the time 
of my March 9, 2016 testimony, I was willing to accept, at Mr. Kinney’s insistence, that Pickering 
testified in May, 2013, while reserving my claim that I did not see that transcript until September, 
2013. 

However, when I went back to review the exact date of the Pickering testimony, I discovered 
that the date of his testimony was in fact, September 19, 2013, not May, 2013 as asserted by 
Mr. Kinney. 

I am attaching a copy of the transcript of Pickering’s testimony. 

Thank you. 


Sincerely, 

[RDM] 

Raymond Maxwell 


Attachment: Pickering testimony of September 19, 2013 
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They got it wrong on Benghazi 

“You are taking this all too personally, Raymond. It is not about you, it is about I Hilary Clinton 
and 2016.” Those words were uttered by the State Department ombudsman in January 2013 in 
an apparently well-intentioned attempt to simultaneously admonish and console me. Her 
assessments probably were right, but when you are run over by the bus it is difficult to appreciate 
that it was swerving to avoid somebody else. 

The attack on our diplomatic facilities in Benghazi. Libya on September 1 1, 2012 and the 
resulting deaths of four U. S. government representatives were horrific. The American people 
deserve a complete and accurate account of those events. However, the investigation conducted 
by the State Department’s Benghazi Accountability Review Board (ARB) into the events was 
woefully incomplete and consequently misleading. Perhaps most importantly, the ARB failed to 
interview a number of key officials who had a direct role in decisions regarding Libya. Among 
the officials not interviewed by the ARB were three high-level political appointees: Thomas 
Nides, Deputy Secretary ofState and the official with overall responsibility for management of 
Department resources in Libya; Andrew Shapiro, Assistant Secretary of State for Political 
Military AtTairs and the Department’s point person for ensuring (to the extent possible) 
appropriate employment of the thousands of US-provided shoulder-launched surface-to-air 
missiles in Libya; and Ben Fishman, the National Security Council (NSC) Director for Libya 
(every decision that PDAS Dibble made regarding Libya she cleared through Fishman). 

Also limiting the ARB’s investigation was the fact that the Board, despite its claims to having 
unfettered access to documentation, experienced - perhaps unknowingly - the same problems 
gaining access to emails, memos and similar materials that Congressional committees later faced. 
But the Board’s difficulty in gaining access to information was not accidental, it was by design. 
When the ARB issued its call for documents, the executive directorate of the State Department’s 
Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs (NEA) was placed in charge of collecting all emails and other 
relevant documents. I lowevcr, once the documents were gathered and boxed, a select group of 
NEA staffers spent a weekend in a basement operations-type center pouring through the entire 
collection of documents. I was not invited to that after-hours endeavor, but I heard about it and 
decided to check it out on a Sunday afternoon. There, a mid-level NEA desk officer e.xplained 
the operation to me. “Ray,” she said, "wc arc to go through these stacks and pull out anything 
that might put anybody in the NEA Front Office (i.e.. Assistant Secretary Beth Jones or Principal 
Deputy Assistant Secretary (PDAS) Elizabeth Dibble) or the 7th Floor (State Department short- 
hand for the Secretary of State and her principal advisors) in a bad light.” “But isn’t that 
unethical?” I asked. “Ray,” she responded, “those are our orders.” A few minutes later, in 
walked Cheryl Mills, chief of staff to Secretary of State Clinton, and Jake Sullivan, another 
tru.stcd Clinton advisor. When Cheryl saw me she snapped. "Who arc you?” Jake explained, 
"That’s Ray Maxwell, an NEA DAS.” She conceded, “Well. OK.” A few minutes later 1 voted 
with my feet and returned home. 

Despite its claims to being independent, the ARB was anything but. Sworn Congressional 
testimony revealed that ARB co-chair Admiral Michael Mullen made phone calls to Cheryl Mills 
to report on the fitness of a potential Congressional witness who had been interviewed by the 
ARB. When questioned about that September 2013 testimony, ARB co-chair Ai 
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Thomas Pickering said he would not have "said that.” His response was carefully parsed diplo- 
speak. What he did not say w'as that he would not have “done that.” Because of the easualness 
of the remark that Admiral Mullen made and the oblique reference Ambassador Pickering made 
to it, we have every reason to believe that communications between the ARB and the Secretary’s 
staff was on-going during the ARB process. Even if contact occurred only that one time, that is 
NOT being independent. 

Despite claims to impartiality, several oflicials involved in the Benghazi ARB, and in the overall 
damage control process following the events of September 2012, had possible tracks to cover 
from previous fatal attacks of U. S. diplomatic facilities, specifically the bombings of the 
American embassies in Nairobi. Kenya, and Dar es Salaam, Tanzania, in 1998. In the 1998 East 
Africa bombings, 224 lives were lost, including twelve Amerieans. Susan Rice, currently 
President Obama’s National Security Advisor and the U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations in 
2012, was Assistant Secretary of State for African Affairs in 1998 and consequently in the direct 
chain of command that declined then- Ambassador to Kenya Prudence Bushnell’s request of 
additional security funding. ARB co-chair Thomas Pickering was Under Secretary of State for 
Political Affairs in 1998, also in that chain of command. Current Under Secretary of State for 
Management Patrick Kennedy was the acting Under Secretary for Management in 1998. I 
remember those officials and their positions in 1998 because I was a watch standcr in the State 
Department’s Operations Center in 1 998 and was on watch the night of the bombings. No-one 
was held accountable in 1998, which generated increased pressure to assign responsibility and 
name names after the Benghazi attack. 

Lest we forget, our facility in Benghazi was not a consulate. That would have required 
Congressional approval and direct funding. In fact, the U. S. government presence in Benghazi 
was not primarily a State Department operation at all. It was, as has been reported widely in the 
media, a CIA operation. Did the ARB question why the CIA did not provide better security? 

Was anybody from the CIA held accountable? Was anybody from the CIA even interviewed by 
the ARB? No, no and no. 

Finally, the ARB report completely let Congress off the hook, assigning no specific blame to 
Congress for the security funding decisions it had made. Almost certainly, this aspect of the 
ARB report was specifically designed to persuade members of Congress to find the report’s 
findings palatable. It worked. The chairperson of the House Foreign Affairs Committee at the 
time of the report’s release focused solely on the status of the four people named in the classified 
section of the report. “Why can’t they be fired?” she asked. “What is being done to discipline 
them?" she demanded. Never did she ask, “Did they receive due process?” Or even. “Are we 
sure the findings are correct?” Slate Department political leadership played Congress like the 
hard-to-tune viola I played in my youth. 

Let’s face facts and call the Benghazi ARB by its proper name. It was a disgrace. It perpetrated 
a disservice to the memory of the U.S. officials who lost their lives on September 1 1, 2012. The 
ARB inquiry was, at best, a shoddily executed attempt at damage control, both in Foggy Bottom 
and on Capitol Hill. I am confident that history ultimately will judge the ARB report to be a 
flawed product and will conclude that the entire ARB process, unfortunately, was little more than 
an exercise in misdirection and political theatrics. 
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Select Committee on Benghazi 
U.S. House of Representatives 

Trey Gowdy Elijah E. Cummings 

Chairman Ranking Member 
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EXHIBIT 3 


Benghazi Bombshell: Clinion State Department Official Reveals Detai... 


http://dailysignal.eom//pnnt7post_id-t57483 


liTHEDAILYSIGNAL 

Benghazi Bombshell: Clinton State Department Official Reveals Details 
of Alleged Document Review 

Shsryt Attfcisson/ September 15, 3014 

As the House Select Commtttee on Benjhaii prepares Ipr Its first heeriftf thh week, a tofmer State Oepertment diptomei b coming ferwanl with • 

lUitling aOegation; Hillary Glnton confidants were part of an operation to ‘stparalt' damagingdocuments before they were turrted over to the 
Accounubaity Review Board Invest^ting security lapses surroundlnf the Sept 11. 2012, terrorist attacks on the U.S. mission In Benghail. Ubya. 

UPfiATt: Hillary Clinton's cMef of staff allegedly present at after houn document review. 

According to former Deputy Assrstant Secretary Raymond Maxwell, the after-hours session took place over a weekersd in a basement operatiortt-type 
center at Sute Department headquarters In Washington. D.C This Is the first time Maxwell has puWkly come forward with the story. 

At the time, Menvell was a leader In the State Department's Bureau of Hear Eastern Affairs, which was charged with collecting emafisartd documents 

relevant to the Benghazi probe. 

Ray UaxweU (Photo: Sharyl Attkisson} 

Raymond Maxwell, former State Department deputy assistant secretary (Photo: Sharyl Attkisson} 

*1 was net invited to that after-hours endeavor, but I heard about it arvd decided to check It out on a Sur>day altemoon.’ Maxwrtl says. 

He didn't know it then, but Maxwell would ultimatety become one of four State Department ofRcials singled out for discipilne-he says 
scapegoated-then later cleared for devastating security lapses leading up to the attacks. Four Anvericans, Including US. Ambassador Christopher 
Stevens, were murdered during the Benghazi attacks. 

'Basement Operation' 

UaxweU says the weekend document session was held In the basement of the Stele Oepartmeot'i Foggy Bottom headquarten In a room undemead* the 

"jogger's entrance." He dexnbes it as a large space, outfitted with computers and big screen monitors. Interred for emergency planning, and with small 
offices on the periphery. 

When he arrived. Maxwed says he observed boms and stacks of documents. He says a State Department office director, whom Maxwell described as 
close to Clinton's top advisers, was there. Though the office director technically worked for him. Maxwell says he wasn't consutied ^ut her weekend 
assignment 

A 'basement operation^ Department of Steu buHding in Washington. D.C [Photo: Wayan 
Vote/Creativc Commons) 

‘Basement operation’: The Department of State in Washk^on. (Photo; Wayan Vota/Creative 
Commons) 

"She told me, 'Ray. wt are to go through these Slacks and puU out anything that might put anytwdy in the (Near Eastern Affairs] front office or the 

seventh floor in a bad light." says MaxwelL He says "seventh floor" was State Department shorthand for therv-Secretary of State Ointoo and her 
principal advisers. 

"I asked her. 'But isn't that unethkair She responded, ‘Ray, those are our orders.' * 

A few minutes alter he arrived, Uaxwefl says, in walked two Ngh-rankify State Departrnem officials. 

In an intendaw Monday morning on foa News. Rep. Jason Chaffetz. R-Uuh. named the two Hill^ Clinion confidants who allegedly were present One 
was Cheryl Mills, Oinlon's chief of staff and a former White House counsel who defended Presfoem Bilt Clmton during Ms impeaci 
Chaffetz said, was Deputy Chief of Staff Jake Sullivan, who previously worked on Hillary Clinton's and then Barack Obamas presk 
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Benghazi Borobahell: Ciinion Slate Department OSicial RoeaLs Detai... 


hiq>y/dailysignal.co[n//print?post Jd^ 1 57483 


Benghazi Bombahall: Fox Newt Reporta on Sharyl Attfcisaon'a ^ 



*Wtwn Owyt saw me. stie snapped, ‘Who are yovr Hanrefl says. ‘Jake expUintd. 'That's Ray Maxwetl, an NCA deputy assisunt secretary.' She 
conceded, ^ell, OK.'* 

Maxwed says the two offlciats, close confidants otOinton, appeared to check in on the operation and soon left. 

Mamrelt says after Milts and SuMIvan arTtved, he. the office director and an intern moved Into a small office where they looked through some paperv 
MaawcU says his stack included pre-attack leiegrims and cables between the U.S. embassyin Tripoli and State Department headpuarterv After a short 
time. Maxwelt says he decided to leave. 

*1 didn't feel good about it.* he says. 

Oi^ Mdls. left, was Hillary CUnion's chM of stall and former White House counsel who delWided PresRient »l Cfanten during his inveachment trial 

(Photo; Newscom) 

Cheryl Mills, left, was Hillary Clinton's Chief of staff and a White House counsel who defended President Bftl ainton during Ms impeachment trial (Photo: 
Newscom} 

we contacted Mils and SuUlvan to ask about the allegations and the purpose of the described separation of documents, but they did not return catts or 
emafts. We reached out to Clinton, who declined an Interview request artd offered no comment A Stau Department spokesman told us ft would have 
been impossibie for anybody outside the Accountability Review Board (ARB) tocentroi the flow of information because the board cultivated so many 
sources. 


‘ Unfettered Access'? 

When the ARB issued Its call for documents In catty October 2012, just weeks after the Benghazi attacks, the execuitve directorate of the State 
Department's Bureau of Near eastern Affairs was put in charge of colkctingall emaRt and relevant maierlaL K was gathered, bond and-Maxwell 
says— ended up in the basement room prior to being tunwd ever. 

In May 2013, when critics questioned the ARB's Investigation as net thorough enough, co-chairmen Ambassador Thomas Pickering and Adift. Mike 
Mullen responded that *we had unfettered access to everyone and everything Including ail the documentation we needed.* 

Maxwell sayswhen he heard that statement, he couldnl help but wonder If the ARB-perhaps unknowingly-had received ftom Ms bureau a scrubbed 
of documents with the most damaging material missing. 

An armed man waves hh rifle as buRdings and cars ace enguHM In flames after being set on 
fire inside the US consulate compound In Benghaz* law on Sept. 11,2012. (Photo: Getty 
knagis/Mewscemj 

An attacker celebrates as buildings and can bum at the consulate compound In Benghazi 
late Sept. 11. 2012. (Photo: Getty Imagei/Newscom) 

Maxwell also entkites the ARB as ‘anything but independem,' pointing to Mullen's admission m congressional testimony Utat he called Mills to give her 
inside advice after the ARB Interviewed a potential congressioAal witness. 

In an Interview in September 2013. Pickering toM me that he would not have done vihatMulen did. But both co-chairmen strongly defend their probe 
as ‘fiercely litdependenl* 

Maxwell also criticizes the ARB ter falBng to interview key people at the White House. Sute Department and the CiA. Inctudlrv not only Qinlon but 
Deputy Secretary of State Thomas Midts. who managed department resources In Ubya: Assistant Secretary of State ter Political Military Affairs Andrew 
Shaplto; and White House National Security Council Director for Libya Ben Fhhman. 
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*Th«AR8 ineutrywu.a<bMt,ashee41iy<m<ut«d attvinptal damage control, both m Foggy Bottom and on Capitol HMI.*Ma)rwell says. He views thf 
after-hours operation he witnessed in the State Department basement as *an exercise tn mtsdlrection.* 

U.$. Ambassador to UbM Chrotopher Stevens Four AmcrKans. mdudn^ Stev ens , were 
murdered in Bcnghad. (Pheto: Newscem) 

Ambassador to Libya Christopher Stevens and three other Amerfcans were murdered in 
Benghazi (Photo: Ncwscem) 

Sullivan did not respond to emalb or to messages sent to him through Ms current leachmgiob at Vale Law School MMls did not respond to a message 
passed to her through Black Rock, a nufor global investment firm where she is on the beard of directors. Clinton's press officer ultimately referred us to 
the State Department, though none of the three currently works there. 

State Department Response 

A State Department spokesman. Alec Gerlach, cab the impllcatfon that documents were withheld *tetally without merit.* Gertach says: The range of 
sources that the ARB's biyesUgation drew on would have made It impossMe for anyone outside of the ARB to control its access to Information.* 

Gerlach says the State Department Instructed all employees to cooperate •folly and promptly* with the ARB. which inviled anyone with relevant 
ktformation to contact the board directly. 

*Se Individuals with information were reaching out proactively to the board. And. the ARB was also directly engaged wrth IndMduab and the [State] 
Department's bureaus and offices to request Information and pull on whichever threods it chose to.’ Gertach says. 

Benghazi Select Committe* 

Maxwell says he has been Interviewed pnvMefy by several members of Congress In recent months. Including Chaffetz. a member of the House Oversight 
Committee, and Rep. Trey Gowdy. R-S.C. chainnan of the House Select Committee on Benghazi. 

Rep. Jason Chaffetz, R4Jtah, and Chairman of ttw House Benghazi Select Committee. Rep. Trey 
Gowdy. R-S.C. (Photo: Newscom) 

Rep. Jason Chaffetz, R-Utah, speaks with Rep. Trey Gowdy, R-S.C. chainnan of the Ber^hazi 
Select ComtnlRce. (Photo: Newscom) 

When reached for comment, Chaffett told me that Uaxwefl's allegations ’goto the heart of the integrity of the State OepartmenL* 

*The allegations are as serious as It gets, and it's something we have obviously foltowed up and pwsued,* Chaffetz says. *T'm 100 percent confident the 
BertghazI Select Committee b going to dive deep on that bsue.* 

Former Obama Supporter 

MaxweO, SB. strongly supported President Barack Obama and personally eonutbuted to hli presidential campaign. But post-Benghazi, he has soured on 
both Obama and Clinton, saying he had nothing to do with security and was sacrificed as a scapegoat while Mgher-up efiklab directly responsible 
escaped discipline. 

Maxwell spent a year on paid administrative leave with no offkiat charge ever levied against Mm. Uhimattly. the State Department cleared Maxwell of 
wrongdoing and reinstated hkn. He retired a short time later, In November 2013. 

Maxwell worked in foreign service for 21 years as the web-respected deputy assistant sccreury for Maghreb Affairs in the Near East Bureau and ba 
former chief of staff to the ambassador In Baghdad. Fluent In Portuguese. Haivrel b a Navy 'musungtr.* which means he successfully made the leap 
from the enibled ranks to commissioned officer. 

Courtesy of Sharyl ARMsson 

Raymond Maxwell speaks with Investitive correspondent Sharyl ARUsson in Washksgion. (Photo: 

Courtesy Sharyl AttUsson) 

Maxwefl abobaproMk poet While on admlnhtrative leave, he published poems online: abegones hinting at Ms post-Benghazi observations and 
experiences. 

A poem entilled ’Invitation* refers to hb piacemeni on leave in December 2012; The Queen's HerKhmen / request the pleasure of your company / at a 
Lynching > / to be held/at 23n} and C Streets NW [State Dept building] / on Tuesday. December U. 2012 /Just past sunset ! Dress Formal. Masks and 

Hoods •/ the four being lynched / must never know the identities/ of their executioners, or what/ whose sin required th^r sacrifice./ A Wood sacriHce > 
/to divert the hounds-/ to appease the gods— /to cleanse our filth and /satisfy our guilty consoences...* 

In another poem called Trapped in a purgatory of their own deceit,* Maxwell wrote: The web of lies they weave / gets tighter and tighter / in Its deceit / 
unbi it bottoms out -/ at a very low freque<vcy-/arMl implodes.. .Wtab the wMIf. /the more they ulk,/ the more they lie, /and Ifko deeper down the 
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ho(t tfi«y go ... Just wait .. y )wn wait and fMd them the rope.* 

Former Deputy Assistant Secretary for the Maghrab fiet«n Raymond Maxwetl durtnc a visit ts 

AIgters in 3011. (Flsoto: YouTube via li.S. Embwy in Algi^ 

Maxwell In Algiers In 301 1 as deputy assistant secretary tor the Maghreb region. (Photo: YouTube 
via U.S. Embassy in Algiers) 


Several weetu after he was placed on leave with no format ac cus ations. Maxwell made an appointment to address his status with a State Department 
ombudsman. • 

"She told me. 'You are taking this all too personally, Raymond. It Is not about you,' * Maxwel recalls. 

‘I told hor that ‘My name is on TV and I'm on adminatratw# leave, it seems like it's about me/Then she said, 'You're not harmed, you're 5tm getting paid. 

Oonl watch TV. Take your vrife on a cruise. Ifs not about you; ifs about Hittary and 3016.' ’ 

Since retiring from the State Department, Maxwell has obtained a master^ degree in library nformabon sderKe. 

Fox Nows: Hillary Clinton Aid«« AHegactty WItntaaad Bartghaz... 
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TELEPHONE INTERVIEW OF ETHAN CHORIN 


FRIDAY, MARCH 11, 2016 

House of Representatives, 

Select Committee on Benghazi, 

Washington, DC. 

The interview in the above matter was held in Room 1036, Long- 
worth House Office Building, commencing at 2:08 p.m. 

Appearances: 

For the Select Committee on Benghazi: Sharon Jackson, Deputy 
Chief Counsel; Sheria Clarke, Counsel; Kim Betz, Member Out- 
reach Liaison; Susanne Sachsman Grooms, Minority Staff Director/ 
General Counsel; Erin O’Brien, Minority Detailee. 

For The U.S. Department of State: Austin Evers. 

Ms. Jackson. So we will begin. This is a transcribed interview 
of Dr. Ethan Chorin, conducted by the House Select Committee on 
Benghazi. This interview is being conducted voluntarily as part of 
the committee’s investigation into the attacks on the U.S. diplo- 
matic facilities in Benghazi, Libya, and matters related to that pur- 
suant to House Resolution 567 of the 113th Congress, and House 
Resolution 5 of the 114th Congress. 

Dr. Chorin, I would ask that you state your full name for the 
record, please. 

Mr. Chorin. Ethan Daniel Chorin. 

Ms. Jackson. Dr. Chorin, thank you very much for your appear- 
ance on this telephonic interview today. Again, my name is Sharon 
Jackson. I’m with the committee’s majority staff. Given that we are 
doing this by telephone, we will try to remember to introduce our- 
selves or identify who is speaking at the time, but I am going to 
do the majority of your questions for perhaps up to an hour, and 
then I will turn it over to my minority colleagues on the committee. 

Do you have any questions regarding this interview before we get 
started? 

Mr. Chorin. No. 

Ms. Jackson. Okay. Generally what we do is, I, or perhaps, Ms. 
Betz will have a question or two. We will ask questions for up to 
an hour, and then we turn it over to our colleagues on the minority 
side and they will ask questions for up to an hour. And we gen- 
erally rotate back and forth until we have exhausted all of our 
questions. 

We can take a break at any time, so if you want, if you need to, 
you know, stretch your legs, get a coffee, hopefully not an adult 
beverage during the middle of our interview, but in case you do, 
just let us know, and we will take a break and allow you an oppor- 
tunity to do whatever you need, and then we will resume. 

( 1 ) 
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Mr. Chorin. Okay. 

Ms. Jackson. We are on an open telephone line, so this session 
will be unclassified. I don’t anticipate that you would have any 
classified information to disclose to us, but if, for any reason, you 
think you are in that realm, please just let us know and we will 
either withdraw the question or make arrangements to have it 
asked in a more appropriate setting. 

Mr. Chorin. Okay. 

Ms. Jackson. We do have an official reporter taking down every- 
thing that is said to make a complete record of this. So we will 
ask — she will let us know, and I give her permission to let us know 
if for any reason she can’t pick up on an answer, or if she doesn’t 
get all of the question. 

We are doing this telephonically, so if there is, at any time, you 
didn’t hear all of a question or would like it to be restated or re- 
phrased, please just let us know and we will be happy to do it. If 
we ask a compound question and you want it broken down, again, 
please let us know, because we are trying to get the best record 
that we can with regard to this investigation. 

And now I just have a few final questions. Dr. Chorin, do you un- 
derstand that you are required to answer questions from Congress 
truthfully? 

Mr. Chorin. Yes. 

Ms. Jackson. All right, do you understand that this applies to 
questions that are posed by Congressional staff in an interview? 

Mr. Chorin. Yes. 

Ms. Jackson. And do you understand that any witness who 
knowingly provides false testimony could be subject to criminal 
prosecution for perjury or making false statements? 

Mr. Chorin. Yes. 

Ms. Jackson. Is there any reason that you know of that you 
would not be able to give truthful answers to today’s questions? 

Mr. Chorin. No. 

Ms. Jackson. Okay. Thank you. 

examination by ms. JACKSON 

Q: Dr. Chorin, I understand that you worked for the State De- 
partment and were assigned in Libya in the years 2004, 2005, and 
2006. Is that the approximate time period you were there? 

A; Yes. 

Mr. Evers. Sharon, this is Austin. Can I just put something on 
the record really quickly? 

Ms. Jackson. Yes. 

Mr. Evers. So again, this is Austin Evers from the State Depart- 
ment. We helped facilitate this interview and certainly appreciate 
the opportunity to sit in on it. With the indulgence of the com- 
mittee, we did offer Mr. Chorin that if he has questions that he 
would like to ask during the interview, if he wants to know about 
ground rules or anything like that, that we would be happy to talk 
to him sort of, you know, off the record, you know, notwithstanding 
the fact that we don’t actually — he is not a current employee, and 
I think what you mostly what you want to talk to him about is a 
period when he was not a State Department employee. 
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I hope that’s okay. It may not arise, but we just wanted to kind 
play that facilitating role, and if it comes up, I’m happy to discuss 
it with folks. 

Ms. Jackson. That’s fine from our perspective. 

Mr. Evers. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Chorin. Thanks. 


BY MS. JACKSON 

Q: Okay. So back to the questions. Dr. Chorin, when precisely 
were you in Libya in the early 2000s? 

A: I was on a temporary assignment, I believe, in August, Sep- 
tember of 2004, and then left in either July or early August of, I 
believe late July, of 2006. 

Q: Okay. And then it is our understanding that you were work- 
ing in the private sector in Benghazi, Libya, in 2011. Is that cor- 
rect? Or were you in Benghazi earlier than 2011? 

A: Well, I made trips to Benghazi during the posting with the 
State Department, so, and I came back to Libya in 2011 for the 
first time in late July as the head of — co-director of a nonprofit. 

Q: Okay. And so focusing on that time in July of 2011, can you 
describe what you were doing in Benghazi as codirector of this non- 
profit group? 

A; I and a Libyan American colleague had decided that we were 
going to try to facilitate a medical exchange and development in 
Benghazi, particularly in the area of trauma, also diabetes-related 
issues and I had spent several months contacting people that I had 
professional relationships with at various U.S. teaching hospitals. 
And we started to put that plan into effect. 

Q: Okay. And was one of those teaching hospitals Massachusetts 
General Hospital? 

A; Yes. 

Q: Okay. Were there other hospitals in the U.S. that you were 
working with to coordinate care in Libya? 

A; We had been speaking — I had been speaking with UCSF, Uni- 
versity of California, San Francisco, and Yale as well. 

Q: Okay. When you were in Benghazi in July of 2011, did you 
have any interactions with then-envoy Chris Stevens? 

A: Yes, we had a vague plan to meet up at that point, but he 
had to leave and go back to Washington for consultations. I did not 
meet him on that occasion. 

Q: So did you ever meet with him while he was the Envoy in 
Benghazi? 

A: I did not meet with him personally while he was the Envoy. 
We may have exchanged emails, and 

Q: And from the time period of July of 2011, how long were you 
in Benghazi? 

A; I believe I made four, possibly five trips between July 28 of 
2011, and September 10 through 12, 2012. 

Q: And approximately, how long would each of those trips be? 

A: One to two — one week to ten days. 

Q: Okay. And were all of those trips for the purpose of trying to 
facilitate this medical cooperation between U.S. hospitals and Liby- 
an facilities? 
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A; Yes. I was also writing a book at the time, a history of the 
Libyan revolution, so I also took the opportunity to interview var- 
ious people. 

Q: And where would you generally stay when you were in Libya? 

A: At the Tibesti Hotel. 

Q: Thank you. And during your trips, these four or five trips in 
the second half of 2001 and through September of 2012, did you 
have any interaction with persons who were at the U.S. facility 
there, whether — you have told us it wasn’t then Envoy Stevens, but 
there was a series of security officers or security personnel. 

Did you have any contact with them up until September of 2012? 

A: First, if I could clarify something about the previous point? 

Q: Yes. 

A: I believe it was, at most, four trips and it wasn’t five. Second, 
to answer your last question, I had — we had interaction with some- 
body most trips. In the first one, I had spoken at least on one occa- 
sion with * * * at the mission. And I had been in communication 
with then-Envoy and then-Ambassador Stevens about most of those 
trips. 

Q: Prior to going? 

A: Yes. I kept him updated on the general plan. 

Q: When you would arrive, or prior to going into Libya, would 
you let the U.S. Government know of your travel plans and pur- 
pose? I understand that part of the time, or at least for your first 
trip, the Embassy in Tripoli was closed, but sort of did you check 
in to let anybody in the U.S. Government know that you were 
going to be in Libya for those trips? 

A: Well, usually Chris Stevens. And on the last occasion, I — we 
had communications with the Embassy about coordinating the 
trips, and a meeting with Ambassador Stevens in Tripoli, not in 
Benghazi. 

Q: Okay. Prior to July of 2011, did you know Ambassador Ste- 
vens? 

A; Yes. 

Q: And how did you know him? 

A: We were introduced by colleagues at the State Department 
while I was still posted to Libya. He had reached out to me regard- 
ing, I guess, I believe he had — as soon as he found out that he 
would be posted to Libya as DCM, he reached out either directly 
or through some mutual friend, mutual colleagues to essentially 
pick my brain about what was going on. 

Q: Okay. So he — the two of you did not overlap assignments in 
Libya. Is that correct? 

A: I believe we were supposed to, but he wound up — again, this 
is according to my recollection. I think he was either delayed a 
year; he certainly came after I did. We did not overlap. 

Q: Okay. So the two of you — sometime while you were still work- 
ing in Libya for the State Department, you and he began commu- 
nicating or corresponding regarding your experience in Libya? Is 
that a correct understanding on my part? 

A; Yes. 

Q: Okay. And did you continue that communication and con- 
versations with him after that time? 
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A: Yes, there were — I think after he left Libya, we did not have 
any further correspondence until just after the Libyan — the out- 
break of the Libyan revolution. 

Q: So there’s a gap between the time he terminated being the 
Deputy Chief of Mission, and the Libyan revolution. Is that correct? 

A: That’s correct. 

Q: And how would you primarily communicate with Ambassador 
Chris Stevens? Would it be by email? By phone? In person? 

A; It was mainly by email. Yeah. 

Q: Okay. You told us before that towards the latter part of 2011, 
then-Envoy Stevens was called back for consultations in Wash- 
ington. And did you have any face-to-face meetings with him at 
that time? 

A; Actually, from the time I was — started communicating with 
him while I was still posted to Libya, the State Department until 
March of 2012. Of course, our communications were entirely over 
the phone or email. We had a number of things in common, and 
he and I had read, respectively, pieces the other had written. So 
it was sort of a connection that way, but the first time that I met 
him in person was in, I believe, early March of 2012. 

Q: And was that at a time when he was awaiting confirmation 
to become the Ambassador to Libya? 

A: That is correct. 

Q: Okay. And did you meet with him here in D.C.? 

A; Yes. 

Q: Okay. And did you discuss the current situation in Libya dur- 
ing that meeting? 

A; We did. 

Q: Okay. And what can you tell us about that conversation? 
What were then soon-to-be-Ambassador Stevens’ feelings about the 
stability of Libya, the security situation there, the prospects for the 
revolution being successful? Can you just give us a rundown of 
your conversation with him as it pertained to Libya? 

A; Okay. Well, obviously, that was some time ago, so my 
thoughts on that are essentially colored by time, but it was also a 
somewhat strange meeting in the sense that we knew quite a bit 
about one another in corresponding, but this was the first time we 
actually met face-to-face. 

And we — I was also interviewing him quasi-formally for my 
books. So I had a series of pre-prepared questions that I asked him. 
But we did talk about the situation in Libya, of course, and he ex- 
pressed quite a bit of concern that things were quickly degen- 
erating security-wise, and otherwise, and was quite adamant that 
attention needed to paid to the eastern regions in Benghazi, in par- 
ticular. 

Q: Did he elaborate as to what he thought needed to be done? 

A: He expressed his concern that there might be an abatement 
in attention with respect to Libya after the early push, and that 
there needed to be reconstruction efforts and civil society, you 
know, building efforts to compensate for the lack of infrastructure 
and to consolidate security, particularly in the east. 

Q: Okay. Did he offer any opinion as to whether he thought the 
U.S. Government needed to be doing more to assist in the recon- 
struction? I’m sorry? 



1064 


6 

A: Yeah, this was — I mean, I should say, this was also off the 
record with respect to the hook that I was writing, so this was not 
meant to be a public conversation or anything that was going to 
appear verbatim in the — in the book. 

Could I ask you to repeat that question? 

Q: Yeah, I believe the question was, did he offer any opinions or 
thoughts on whether the U.S. Government could be doing more, or 
should be doing more to assist in the reconstruction or rebuilding 
of the Libyan civil society? 

A: Yes. I believe he told me — well, he told me that he felt the 
United States Government should be doing quite a bit more to help 
peace and support for the transition. He also expressed quite a bit 
of consciousness about the fact that there were, you know, a num- 
ber of political forces at work, and if I can characterize his com- 
ments thereafter, it was hoping that he would get more assistance 
in that arena, talking specifically about the reconstruction efforts 
and that all — he was facing a really tough job ahead. And I de- 
tected there was a — I will leave it at that. 

Q: Okay. Did he get any more specific about how he thought the 
U.S. Government needed to assist in the reconstruction? Was it in 
particular areas? Was it, you know, military support to Libya? Was 
it more medical aid? Was he any more specific? Because as I take 
a moment to step back one of the things that this committee will 
be doing is making recommendations to hopefully improve the situ- 
ation and ensure that another Benghazi does not happen. 

So you are one person who can give us Ambassador Stevens’ in- 
sights on what he saw needed to be done. 

A; Well, if I can also add a little bit of background to this in the 
sense that we started communicating — we had — I wouldn’t say we 
communicated on an extremely regular basis, but we had been 
talking. I think one of our reference points was the assassination 
of Abdul Fatah Younis in Benghazi on the — in late July. 

He was not there in Benghazi at that time, as I mentioned ear- 
lier, but the situation was extremely tense and I had written one 
piece for Foreign Policy which resonated with him, and we picked 
up on those thoughts in this conversation that we are talking about 
now. So there wasn’t a lot of — we had had some of this conversa- 
tion before, is what I’m trying to say. 

He felt that — I’m being very careful not to put anything, any 
words in his mouth, but to summarize what I understood for what 
he said was that, you know, essentially, Benghazi was not only the 
epicenter of the revolution, but a long-neglected part of the Libyan 
polity, and that the, essentially — what I got from him was that he 
was concerned that all of the attention was moving where — all of 
those factors that you mentioned, militarily, security-wise, medical, 
to the epicenter activities moving to Tripoli. And I believe what his 
point was, that he was afraid that the situation in Benghazi could 
degenerate as a result of that relative shift of the tension. 

And we both agreed that Benghazi was particularly important 
for one, the threat of potential future spread of extremist activity, 
as well as the fact that, you know, many of Libya’s thinkers, intel- 
lectuals, you know, people with high levels of education, also came 
from Benghazi, and that there was a sort of an, essentially, again. 
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without putting words into his mouth, that Benghazi would be crit- 
ical to future, to Libya’s future health as a unified state. 

Q: Did he offer any opinion as to what he — you mentioned extre- 
mism. Did he elaborate any further on what he saw as either the 
rise of extremism, or the expansion of extremism, or where he 
thought extremism was being fostered? Did he express any further 
concerns with respect to that? 

A: I think a lot of the conversation was built on previous con- 
versations, so as I mentioned before, you had talked about, or at 
least via our other work, I mean. Ambassador Stevens had written 
one cable in particular that I had read at that point on the situa- 
tion in Derna, and which had been, you know, that was part of 
the 

Q: I’m sorry, was part of what? 

A; [continuing]: Which was released in the Wikileaks context. 
There was, and I had written this piece, I mean, it was widely 
known, or believed at the time that either Ansar al-Shari, or one 
of its affiliates was responsible for, or had some connection to the 
death of the assassination of Abdul Fatah Younis. I should actually 
correct that by saying that it wasn’t — it was an Islamist faction 
that that event was attributed to. But that’s the background to our 
conversation. So there was no explicit mentioning in the Wash- 
ington conversation about specific names of individuals or groups, 
but it was clear that that was part of what he was concerned 
about. 

Q: Okay. And what, if anything, did he believe that the U.S. Gov- 
ernment needed to do to counter that? 

A: Again, I think he was advocating a — I know he was advo- 
cating a more intensive support, both financial and in terms of se- 
curity, and social services would be implicit, meaning being that if 
one could help the incomplete infrastructure in Benghazi, provide 
for state infrastructure, provide for — provide services to the people, 
that this would make it less likely that, you know, essentially solid- 
ify the — those who wanted to see order in that area and in Libya, 
in general. 

Q: Did he express any opinion about his own personal security, 
either in Benghazi or in Tripoli, or that of the other U.S. Govern- 
ment personnel that were working either in Benghazi or at the 
Embassy in Tripoli? 

A; Not specifically. He did say that he was very concerned that 
we were at a turning point, and that things could go badly quickly. 

Q: And again, this is your conversation in March of 2012 here 
in D.C.? 

A; Yes. 

Q: Okay. Were there other occasions when you would talk with 
or communicate with Ambassador Stevens about the security of the 
facilities and personnel, either in Tripoli, or Benghazi? 

A; We did not have those specific conversations, no. 

Q: Dr. Chorin, we have talked a lot about Ambassador Stevens’ 
perceptions and beliefs about the post-revolutionary rebuilding of 
Libya, and you have told us some of Ambassador Stevens’ thoughts 
on the matter. Did you share his beliefs? You studied Libya for a 
long time. Did you personally believe that the U.S. Government 
was doing enough, or should the U.S. Government be doing more? 
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A; I was — I think the interesting thing about our meeting that 
I came away from, and which strengthened my previous impres- 
sions, was that Ambassador Stevens and I were very much aligned 
on certainly all of the points that we discussed. I’m not sure I can 
say anything, you know, more than that. I have got — I judge that 
based on his writing, and what he conveyed to me in previous — the 
previous phone conversations as well as that meeting. So with a 
fair degree of confidence, I think I can say that our views were very 
much aligned. 

Q: All right. 

A; And I did think that the — I was — I thought that it was the 
right thing to do, the intervention, particularly back to in March 
of 2011, to support the rebel forces in Benghazi, and I felt that it 
was very important to also work for the United States to end the 
other parties involved to implement some form of assistance in 
terms of some, what would be under the classification of the then- 
evolving responsibility to rebuild. 

And obviously, I felt very strongly about, but the thing that I 
personally could do to help, was to use some of my knowledge of 
development, and connections with the medical field to try to help 
with — on the medical side. 

Q: Dr. Chorin, you have written about the fact that it’s your be- 
lief that the U.S. Government should have done more in rebuilding 
Libya. Can you give us any more — can you give us specifics about 
how you thought the U.S. Government’s post-toppling of Qadhafi 
intervention should have gone? 

A: I think that — well, let me give you an example. In Benghazi, 
the situation there was basically tolerable. There was — and prom- 
ising, in many respects, right after the revolution. I believe it took 
more than a year for the security situation to degenerate to a point 
where it became extremely worrisome. 

Q: Dr. Chorin, I’m sorry to interrupt, but could I ask you to be 
a little more specific when you talk about when the revolution was 
successful. Are you talking August, September October of 2011? 
Could you just be a little more specific on the timeframe? 

A: Sure. From the — from the U.S./NATO intervention, to, let’s 
say, May of 2011, well, actually, that’s — I’m sorry, 2012. 

Q: Okay. All right. So 

A; The security situation started to deteriorate very rapidly 
starting around May of 2012. So there was a bit more than a year 
there. 

Q: And were you in Benghazi in the spring/summer of 2012? 

A; Spring/summer of 2012, yes. I do not, at the moment, have 
with me the — and I apologize for that, the specific dates, but we 
were there, I believe, two months — in, I believe it was in May of 
2012. 

Q: Okay. But even if you weren’t in country, you were keeping 
tabs on the security situation in Libya and Benghazi in particular? 

A; Very much so. I felt that was my responsibility. We had en- 
gaged with the — with Massachusetts General, and Brigham and 
Women’s Hospitals at that point, and none of the staff there had 
much knowledge, local knowledge, so I was keeping a very close 
watch as I would be doing otherwise for — on developments in the 
region in Benghazi, in particular. 
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Q: So what was happening in approximately May of 2012? What 
difference did you start — what difference did you see at that time 
frame? 

A; Again, the — and there is a long list of incidents that began 
around in that region of early June until — and then on. There was 
an attempt on — attempted on — well, there was an attack on the 
British Ambassador. There was an lED device at the mission. 
There was kidnapping of some — involving medical workers. There 
was, if you plucked the incidents from May to the attack on the 
mission, the number — the frequency and intensity of those attacks 
appeared to be growing. 

Q: And how would you receive updates on what was going on in 
Benghazi when you weren’t physically there? Did you monitor 
international papers? Did you get updates from people at the Con- 
sulate? Did you have your — were there other Libyan nationals that 
you worked with that kept you updated? What were your different 
sources of information with respect to the security situation, and 
did those sources also include then-Ambassador Stevens? 

A: My sources were varied. I had myself and my colleague. My 
colleague is a Libyan American, he had not been back for many 
years, and had a very wide family network, particularly in 
Benghazi. I would read social media, Facebook. At that time, I was 
not looking so much at Twitter, but at Facebook posted in Arabic, 
and newspapers like Asharq Al-Awsat and other Arabic language 
local sources and my own contact network, as well as the hospital 
staff to some degree, but not to a great degree. 

Q: Okay. You gave us the name of a foreign newspaper, and for 
the reporter, could I ask you to spell that for us, please? 

A; It’s A-s-h-a-r-q, dash A-l-A-w-s-a-t. 

Q: You just made our reporter smile. Dr. Chorin, if I could move 
forward to September of 2012, it is our understanding that you 
were in Benghazi, Libya, at least on the 11th and 12th of Sep- 
tember. Is that correct? 

A; I arrived on the 10th. 

Q: You arrived 

A: And my colleagues — yeah. 

Q: Okay. Were you on the same plane as Ambassador Stevens? 

A: I was not. I came in from Istanbul. 

Q: Okay. And prior to arriving, did you know that Ambassador 
Stevens was going to be in Benghazi? 

A: No. That was a surprise to me. 

Q: Okay. And how did you find out? 

A: I found out from my colleague who has relatives in the — on 
the hospital and medical center staff, who heard from one of his 
cousins, I believe. 

Q: One of his cousins? 

A: Well, I can’t be sure what the source was, but the, at that 
point, it seemed to be quite well-known that Ambassador Stevens 
was in town, and he had several meetings at which I’m sure some 
of your other interviewees have spoken. 

Q: Okay. Had you attempted to make any arrangements to see 
Ambassador Stevens in Tripoli for this September trip of yours? 

A: Yes. Originally, we were going to fly from Benghazi to Tripoli 
to meet with Ambassador Stevens after we were in country. 
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Q: And why didn’t that trip take place? 

A; Because I had — there was a fatality, there was an attack on 
the airport road. I’m, at the moment, blanking on the details, but 
there was an incident which made me concerned about taking 
other non-Libya-familiar colleagues into Tripoli. 

Q: Was that an attack in Tripoli or Benghazi? Which airport? 

A; In Tripoli. I felt at the time more — I mean also, I felt more 
comfortable in — see, starting this project, I felt more comfortable in 
Benghazi than I did in Tripoli. I simply had more information. So — 
about the situation in Benghazi. 

Q: Would you — did you spend any time in Tripoli in 2011 and 
2012 ? 

A: I did not. 

Q: Okay. So whenever you were in country in Libya, you were 
in Benghazi, or in the vicinity of Benghazi? 

A: Yes. 

Q: Okay. So you arrive on the 10th, and you learn that Ambas- 
sador Stevens happens to be in Benghazi. What do you do with 
that information? 

A: I sent him an email, and he responded, you know, quite quick- 
ly- 

Q: Okay. And then did you set up a meeting with him? 

A; And I — yes, well, we didn’t, not immediately. We traded 
emails. We were going to — he said he would definitely like to meet, 
I believe. And we were going to make the arrangements to the fol- 
lowing day to 

Q: Okay. And what particularly did you want to accomplish in 
this meeting? It is our understanding that it was going to be at the 
Benghazi Medical Center, and it was to talk about this joint, or 
this collaboration between U.S. hospitals and the Benghazi Medical 
Center, but we would like to hear from you if we are correct in that 
assessment, and what was the purpose of the meeting? 

A: Well, the purpose of the meeting was, you know, I would 
check in with Ambassador Stevens whenever I could, and, you 
know, as you said before, every trip we took. And we had pre- 
viously made arrangements to meet with him in Tripoli. So since 
I, you know, one reason it was a courtesy call, the second one is 
that the partnership that we had facilitated had reached another 
stage. There was a large denomination memorandum of under- 
standing that my colleague and I had helped the two sides form, 
which would have been signed on the 10th. 

Q: And I had mentioned the Benghazi Medical Center. Was that 
the commonly understood name of the facility that we are talking 
about? 

A: Yes, BMC. 

Q: Was that the only medical facility in Benghazi? Was it known 
as “the hospital,” or was there more than one hospital in Benghazi? 

A: No, there were five major medical centers, and I believe two 
specialist centers. So this was one of the, you know, one of the — 
well, Benghazi Medical Center was the largest tertiary care facility 
in Benghazi, and actually all of Libya. Not all of its capacity was 
being used, but it was a focus of the, certainly, the regional — at- 
tempts to — if there was a facility in Libya that was going to be de- 
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veloped as a National Center of Excellence it would be in Benghazi, 
and it would be the Benghazi Medical Center. 

Q: Okay. Thank you. That’s helpful. So back to September 10, 
you were trading emails back and forth with Ambassador Stevens, 
I assume updating him on your progress and seeing if he has time 
to meet. Is that correct? 

A: Yes. 

Q: Okay. And then, do you reach an agreement to meet on the 
11th or 12th, or does this back and forth continue into the 11th? 

A: It continued into the 11th. Ambassador Stevens had suggested 
that — well, actually, I believe what happened was we commu- 
nicated on the morning of the 11th, and he — there was a short 
phone call. My phone was not working for some reason, so again, 
so he had a short conversation with my colleague. And we — I had 
picked up the — so at that point, the notion of our meeting and his 
hearing more about the situation at BMC, and our plans were set, 
we were to communicate again later that afternoon. 

My recollection is that there was another set of emails that went 
back and forth, and he called, again, on my colleague’s phone, I be- 
lieve somewhere between 4:30 and 5:30, when we were back at the 
Tibesti Hotel, and that is the first time that I really had a chance 
to talk to him for any length of time. I — the cafe in the hotel was 
quite crowded, so I took the call off to the side and explained to 
him what we had been doing. And he was quite noticeably encour- 
aged, and if I dare say, happy that — at what had gone on. 

He didn’t realize that the negotiations had proceeded so fast, and 
he essentially offered two choices: either we come to the compound 
that evening, or what his preference was that we go to the — that 
he come to the hospital the next morning. 

Would you like me to continue in this vein? 

Q: Yes, please do. 

A: So he was quite — we left that open for a little bit, and then 
he said that — actually, he thought it was very important for the 
U.S. Government to have a presence at the BMC, and particularly, 
because I think there was something that we could almost surely 
announce at that point, though that wasn’t made explicit. 

He did say that he was very — that there were serious security 
concerns, and that he would prefer if I discussed this with his — 
one of his detail, and that that person would call me back in an 
hour or so — after an hour or so. 

Q: So this is the conversation in the late afternoon. You’re at the 
Tibesti Hotel, and you have a longer conversation, and you are 
making arrangements to meet the next day at the Benghazi Med- 
ical Center. Is that correct? 

A: That’s correct. 

Q: Okay. And — but during that conversation Ambassador Ste- 
vens says that there are some serious security concerns, and he 
wants you to coordinate with one or more members of his security 
detail? 

A: Yes. 

Q: Okay. 

A: I think the — the gist, I don’t want to quote verbatim, but the 
gist was that there were factors that were causing them to be very 
careful about security, and the BMC could be aware that, you 
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know, there needs to be a security plan and various details gone 
over before he came over there. 

Q: Was there — did he express to you, or in any subsequent con- 
versations with his security detail, did they express to you the lack 
of security or any specific problems with the medical center, with 
the Benghazi Medical Center? 

A; He didn’t mention any lack of security on his part. He did say 
that it would be logistically not necessarily straightforward but 
they would have to — if I’m recalling correctly — to map out the com- 
pound, and make a backdoor approach in the sense that they would 
have to come, I believe, through a side entrance, and that — again, 
more of these details came from his security person. But I think 
that’s the limit of what he discussed. 

Q: Okay. So if you would, just continue and walk us through the 
additional events that happened after this phone call with Ambas- 
sador Stevens. Any subsequent calls with him, any subsequent 
communications with his security detail, just kind of walk us 
through the events, please. 

A: Okay. So I — and so the security — the security person had a 
first name, and I somehow — I assumed it was not his real name, 
but who knows? And I don’t remember what the name was. It may 
have been * * * or * * *. I don’t know. He called, and we basically 
just went over — the point was fairly simple. He repeated what Am- 
bassador Stevens said, and asked that I be in touch. 

He said that there would be a group of people with Ambassador 
Stevens, and that they would be carrying concealed weapons. And 
that it was important that the director of the hospital understood 
that. So he wanted me to call the director, and then we would 
speak again. 

So, I did call the director, and he was not available at the time. 
He wanted me to call him back, I believe, so I — my colleagues and 
I went to have dinner. That must have been around eight o’clock 
or so. And then, I believe, I got a call back from the director, let’s 
see, this — I’m just making sure that I have got this right. There 
was a second call with the director a bit later. We were having 
some problems reaching him, and this got into about 9:30, 9:40. 

A: And I spoke to the director, and there was sort of — it was an 
odd conversation which went on for several minutes. And at the 
end of it, he asked me, in a somewhat understated way, whether 
I understood that there was something going on at the compound. 
And I said I had no — certainly, no idea of what was happening. 
And again, he said he would call me back. 

Q: Were you at the Tibesti Hotel at the time? 

A: Yes. 

Q: Okay. And how far is the Tibesti Hotel from the U.S. com- 
pound, approximately? 

A: I looked it up. I believe it’s at least a couple of miles. 

Q: Okay. So the director of the Benghazi Medical Center was the 
first to alert you that something unusual was going on at the U.S. 
compound? 

A: Yes. 

Q: Okay. Did he elaborate? Did you ask him what he meant by 
that? 
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A: Yeah. He said he was in communication with the local secu- 
rity forces and with other important persons in the Benghazi infra- 
structure, and that he didn’t have any more information. 

Q: Did he indicate in any way that there was an attack, or a pro- 
test, or did he give you any type of elaboration as to what was 
going on there? 

A: No. It was very vague, but it was quite ominous. 

Q: Okay. Now how long had it been since you had talked to any- 
one at the compound? 

A: It had been, by that point, at least an hour, possibly an hour- 
and-a-half. 

Q: Okay. And so when was the last time, approximately, that you 
had talked to Ambassador Stevens? 

A; The only call that I had with Ambassador Stevens on this trip 
was the one that took place around 4:30, 5:00. 

Q: Okay. Had Ambassador Stevens said, other than his conversa- 
tion with you about security for the meeting at the Benghazi Med- 
ical Center, had he talked about any of the security at the com- 
pound as he was there that day? 

A: No. 

Q: For example, did he mention that he was having all of his 
meetings on compound because it was the anniversary of 9/11, or 
he wasn’t leaving the compound for meetings that day? 

A: I do believe that he mentioned that he was not leaving the 
compound that day, and the reason was fairly obvious. I shouldn’t 
say, maybe I should withdraw it. You know, there were obvious 
reasons to be concerned. 

Q: Beyond it being the anniversary of 9/11? 

A: I — well, what I can say is that before I made this trip, I was 
very concerned. I did not have the same level of anxiety about what 
might happen to us on the previous trips. And the reason that 
we — this is important from our perspective, the reason that we 
made the trip was that there was quite a bit of pressure to sign 
this agreement, which had been put into — you know, it had taken 
a year or two of very hard work to put together, and I certainly 
believed in that, but it was very — looking at the number of inci- 
dents, and I was particularly concerned about the kidnapping of 
the medical workers. But, you know, I can elaborate on my own 
thinking about it, but I was very concerned about this trip. 

Q: So what happened after you had what you have described as 
this odd conversation with the medical director? What did you do? 

A: I went up to the third floor, where our rooms were, and re- 
lated this to my colleague, and the co-founder of the group, and we 
were concerned, to say the least, and probably — we had a conversa- 
tion about what we should do, and based on my thinking, was it 
something that was going on at the compound. I didn’t want to 
make things more complicated by calling into an unknown situa- 
tion. We discussed whether, you know, whether I should make an- 
other call or not, and decided that I should, so I called back and 
I got the same — I believe it was the same person who I was speak- 
ing with before, and all I can say is, it sounded like he wished 
somebody else was on the line. 

Q: I anticipate it was a short conversation, but to the best of your 
ability, could you relate for us that conversation? 
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A: Yeah. I believe what happened was, you know, essentially, 
things were — it wasn’t — it wasn’t a long exchange, obviously, and 
I wanted to get off — it was clear that — sort of this pregnant pause. 
They said, look, we are under attack, and I believe there was an 
expletive there. 

And then a pause, another pause, and we don’t know exactly 
what’s happening, something like — there was something similar, 
but it wasn’t — I don’t remember. That part didn’t stick with me. 
And I did not want to prolong the conversation. 

Q: Was there any request for assistance for you to do anything, 
to call anyone to 

A; No. I think once he realized who it was, it was clear there was 
nothing I could do, so the call just ended. 

Q: Okay. So you had called the number that was associated with 
this security agent. Is that correct? 

A: That’s correct. 

Q: Okay. Did you have the Ambassador’s cell phone number? 

A; I did. 

Q: Okay. Did you try and call it? 

A: I couldn’t — I still couldn’t use my phone. Oddly, it started 
working maybe two hours later. But my colleague had his and we 
worked — as before, all of the calls went through his phone. 

Q: Did you try and call the Ambassador’s cell phone number? 

A: We did not. 

Q: Okay. At any time that evening, did you try and call the Am- 
bassador’s cell phone number? 

A: No. We, you know, we did not think that was going to be help- 
ful. 

Q: Okay. From your location at the Tibesti Hotel, were you able 
to hear any remnants of an attack? Were you able to monitor it on 
local television or social media? I guess, how did you get any addi- 
tional information that evening, if you did? 

A: We were in pretty regular contact through the night with the 
head of the — director of the hospital. So he was relaying us infor- 
mation which he was getting from the military command there. 

Q: Was that normal in Benghazi? That the director of the med- 
ical center would get information from the military or were they re- 
lated in some way? Or can you explain to us that relationship? 

A: It was very well. I am assuming, I don’t know, but I don’t 
know if it was any personal relationship, but obviously, the 
Benghazi Medical Center was the key facility in the city, and the 
director of the hospital was a very well-connected person. 

Q: Was the director of the hospital concerned that the hospital 
might be attacked? 

A: He didn’t — if he had such concerns, he did not relate them to 
us. 

Q: Taking a step back, did he have more general concerns about 
the various militias that were operating in and around Benghazi 
and the security of the hospital? Had that been a problem in the 
past, I guess? 

A: Yes. He was the target of an attack which nearly killed him 
several months before, and that was clearly hostility, various forms 
of — I mean, you know, at the time, the various militias were going 
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after public services, airports, hospitals, other assets as bargaining 
chips, among other things. 

So that Benghazi Medical Center had been in the tussle with the 
local authorities, as well as, you know, the various issues that were 
in place at the time. 

Q: Was this widespread or was that hospital being targeted by 
a particular group, either militia, or any other type of extremist 
group? 

A: Well, the situation there at the time was not extremely well- 
known, and much of my information, you know, came from after. 
So yeah, it was not a household thing at that point. Wanis 
Bukhamada, who was the head of the Thunderbolt forces, the spe- 
cial forces that were assigned, and originally had been with Qa- 
dhafi, and had been moved to — reassembled and supported into, I 
guess they were — they had Benghazi as the base, were switched to 
the rebel side, and the commander of that route around this time, 
May, June of 2011, became the head of the, basically, the de facto 
head of the Benghazi military, you know, Benghazi security as 
well. 

Q; You gave us a name just a minute ago. What was that name 
again, please? 

A: Wanis, Colonel Wanis Bukhamada. 

Q: Bukhamada? 

A: I have — there are various spellings of it. B-u, space, Khamada 
would be K-h-a-m-a-d-a. 

Q: Okay. Alright, you mentioned Ansar al-Sharia just a moment 
ago. What was its status in and around Benghazi at this time? 

A: It had been understood to be present, and there was some 
general, you know, but it was not a hostile ^ — it was not a name 
that came up as frequently as it obviously did afterward. It was 
some, I had spoken to some senior, or former senior U.N. advisors 
after that who had speculated that that group had been in charge 
of — at least partly in charge of the — had taken partial control of 
the area around BMC, the Benghazi Medical Center, but I had 
heard several different reports that they were or were not at the 
time. 

Q: Okay. All right, if we could go sort of back to the timeline. 
You had gotten the call from the director at the Benghazi Medical 
Center. You had called back to the compound, had a very brief con- 
versation with one of the agents, and then, I think, we were at that 
point. What did you do next, or what did you learn next? 

A: Okay. So at that point, it was clear there was an attack un- 
derway, so I went up to, again, back to the third floor to consult 
with my colleague. And at that point, we were talking, and we 
heard the volleys of RPG, what we assumed and later confirmed 
were RPG fire. It clearly was a big firelight. And I remember his 
turning to me and saying, “Well, that’s not good.” 

Q: Okay. You said that it was clear there was an attack under- 
way. Let me take a step back in your prior conversations, either 
with Ambassador Stevens or with the agent that day. At any time, 
had the protests in Cairo come up in conversation? 


^ Please see letter from witness at end of transcript for clarification/correction of this state- 
ment. 
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A; No. 

Q: Okay. Were you aware that there had been protests in Cairo 
that day? 

A: I had — actually we were not at the time, no. 

Q: Okay. So that is something that you learned afterwards? 

A; Yes. 

Q: Okay. Let me just pause for a moment because we have ap- 
proached the first hour. And, I mean, I have maybe another 20 
minutes or so. I just want to continue though the narrative. We are 
going to talk just briefly about timing. Dr. Chorin, do you need a 
break? 

A: I could take one if you need me to, but I don’t need one. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I think it is fine if you want to keep 
going. 


BY MS. JACKSON 

Q: Well, then I tell you what. I’m going to continue on for maybe 
just another 15 minutes just to see if we can sort of walk through 
the rest of that night and the next day. And then I will be close 
to — I will either be finished or close to being finished with all of 
my questions. 

A: Great. 

Q: So if you could just continue your narrative of, I believe you 
said it was clear there was an attack underway. 

Let me ask you this; Had you had any indication from social 
media in Benghazi or anything that there was to be some sort of 
protest at the Consulate, or anywhere in Benghazi that day? 

A; No. 

Q: Okay. Is that something that you would monitor when you 
were in Benghazi? 

A: You know, that is actually not reliable, and also not working, 
so, you know, in the past, we generally relied on our human con- 
tacts, not social media. 

Q: Okay. And had any of your contacts told you that there was 
to be any type of protest or demonstration in Benghazi that 
evening? 

A: Nope. 

Q: Okay. All right then. If you could just continue and walk us 
through what happened the rest of that evening with respect to 
your knowledge as to the attack at the U.S. facility? 

A: So after the — after the explosion, we called the — we called the 
director back, and it was clear he was getting — he had a direct line 
to the individuals I mentioned earlier. And we had various — we 
had conversations amongst ourselves what to do, whether the 
Tibesti might be under attack. We tried to, we found our third col- 
league and informed him what was going on. And I spent some 
time, basically, in — my room was facing the front part of the hotel. 
My colleague’s was facing the back. We — I turned off the lights in 
my room and tried to watch what was going on outside. There were 
lots of pickup trucks and armed individuals milling around, and 
this happened all throughout the night. There was just very un- 
usual behavior outside our hotel. 

So, there was a police car that left the Tibesti shortly after the 
conversation that I just mentioned, which concerned me, because it 



1075 


17 

was — not that it was going to do anything, but that was the only 
visible sign of some authority we might recognize. So we had asked 
that through the director, that the — that more — if they could send 
somebody, and what do they advise us to do? 

Then around 2:00 o’clock in the morning, 1:00 or 2:00, things still 
were — there was a lot of activity outside of the hotel, and at that 
point, there was some, I believe it was around then that the — that 
we heard that there was a casualty, or more, at the mission, and 
there was a question of whether we were going to be evacuated, 
and by whom. And I think the, at the time, if I recall — well, that 
was it. 

They were basically trying to — the director was trying to assure 
us that somebody was keeping an eye out for us, and that if there 
were any problems, that they would come and take us to a safe 
place. 

So, I obviously didn’t sleep the rest of the night. And around, I 
believe somewhere between 6:30, maybe 7:00, maybe seven o’clock 
in the morning, the director came to the hotel and we sat for about 
half an hour and — 20 minutes. And I did not realize — obviously, 
that he knew that Ambassador Stevens had been killed, but that 
did not come out until towards the end of the conversation. 

And he looked very grave. And there was some question about 
what, you know, what the next steps were going to be. This was 
mainly with me, and he decided that — we decided that that is 
going to be it, for us to be taken to the hospital, mostly because 
that was on the way to the airport. Do you want me to keep going 
on this? 

Q: Yeah. Had the director given you information about Ambas- 
sador Stevens at that 7:00 a.m. meeting? 

A: Yes. But it came at the end. 

Q: At the end of the conversation? 

A: Right. 

Q: And what did the director relate? 

A: He said that there was a — there was — there were casualties, 
and obviously, he was well aware of what had been going on all 
night. And at one point, he used the past tense with respect to Am- 
bassador Stevens. That’s when I tried to clarify, and he said, yes, 
that’s the case. 

Q: Okay. Had he treated Ambassador Stevens or was that an- 
other physician? 

A: That was another physician. I am absolutely sure that he was 
kept up to date by the minute. But 

Q: Did the director relate who he had heard was responsible for 
the attack? 

A: No. 

Q: Were you — let me take a step back. Were you aware that 
there was a second U.S. Government facility in Benghazi? 

A: Not directly. But I would, you know, I had some vague — I 
think I had some vague notion that there was. 

Q: Okay. You had never been there? 

A: I had never been there. 

Q: Okay. So during that evening, you were, essentially, relying 
on the Libyans for your personal security that evening? There was. 
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you know, no one to call, no other place to go for U.S. citizens to 
go and, essentially, self-evacuate yourself that evening? 

A: No. We were very much relying on the director, and the 

Q: So, then what happens after your visit with the director in the 
early morning of the 12th? 

A: So I told our — there were three of us, so I — given that we had 
been through this drill once before after the killing of the Colonel 
Younis, likely — you know, to get our essentials and go to the hos- 
pital. So I asked everyone to please get their essentials and the di- 
rector drove us to the hospital. 

Q: Did the director have some sort of security surrounding him? 

A; At that time, no. 

Q: Okay. And what happened once you arrived at the hospital? 

A: There was a lot of — there was, well, there was commotion. We 
were in the director’s office. There were physicians who — can you 
hear me? 

Q: Yes. 

A: The physician who treated — at least one of them who treated 
Ambassador Stevens was there, and spoke with the general — per- 
son, and we got a more detailed brief on what had happened. 

Q: And what did you learn? 

A: Certainly, that he had been brought to the hospital non- 
responsive, and I wasn’t a part of that briefing. Dr. Thomas Burke, 
who was the — was our third there, but his colleague had left the 
previous day. So I had heard about the struggle over — the security 
people had come to try to take Ambassador Stevens’ remains 
back — to evacuate and — but there was some sort of an, I believe 
there was some sort of an arms tussle, and that there were other 
militia members who had been brought to the hospital that night. 
Whether they were militia members, rather, who had been 
brought — the identity of them, those people was not quite clear, but 
there was some violence associated with that. 

And I will tell you what else 

Q: Did they relate who brought Ambassador Stevens’ body to the 
hospital? 

A: It was not totally clear. There’s the question of the translator, 
whether it was Stevens’ translator who had aligned with the people 
who brought Stevens. There’s some speculation about that, but we 
didn’t get any further details. 

Q: Okay, and do you know who his translator was? Did you — had 
you ever met the person? 

A: No. 

Q: Okay. 

A: I don’t think so. 

Q: Does the name * * *, is that familiar to you? 

A: Yes. But I couldn’t tell you more. 

Q: Good. Is that a name that you associate with Ambassador Ste- 
vens’ translator, or are we referring to a different person? 

A; I cannot definitively associate it with Ambassador Stevens, 
but I would — yeah. 

Q: Okay. So your associate. Dr. Thomas Burke, received the in- 
formation from the treating physician as to the condition of Ambas- 
sador Stevens as being brought in nonresponsive, and any other 
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medical assistance that was rendered to him that night. Is that cor- 
rect? 

A: Yes. He certainly got more information than we did. We were, 
obviously, only focusing on the logistics of how we were going to get 
out of there. 

Q: Okay. But your basic understanding is that Ambassador Ste- 
vens was brought in nonresponsive and they were unable to revive 
him? 

A: That is correct. 

Q: Okay. 


BY MS. JACKSON 

Q: To your knowledge, was any other American brought to the 
hospital? 

A: That was not my [inaudible] 

Q: I am sorry, what was your answer? 

A: That was not — we were not privy to that information. Nothing 
was discussed. 

Q: So no one else was talked about other than Ambassador Ste- 
vens? 

A: No. 

Q: And then you have described that there was some sort of skir- 
mish or tussle over when people arrived to take Ambassador Ste- 
vens’ remains away. Could you elaborate on that, please? 

A: The precise details I do not recall. I remember there was 
some — my recollection is that there was some tussle over the juris- 
diction, not only as to who was coming to take Ambassador Stevens 
away and who was authorized to release him, but I can’t be com- 
pletely sure. There were also apparently tussles with threats 
around militia. It was only referred to as militia members who 
were brought in at the same time and treated and what was hap- 
pening. Some of them were, I believe, deceased. So the question of 
who was in control of admitting and discharging. 

Q: During the day of the 12th, did you learn anything more 
about the nature of the attack, the scope of the attack, the identity 
of the attackers? 

A: We did not. 

Q: Following the 12th, did you learn any more about the nature 
of the attack or the identity of the attackers? 

A; Well, I had read quite a fair bit after the attack and heard 
more information about what had happened, how we got out, as 
well as some of the circumstances around the fact itself. 

Q: From your Libyan sources, did you learn any more about the 
identity of the attackers as opposed to reading news articles and 
more public information? 

A; I had discussions with other people who were proximate, but 
not Libyan. 

Q: And what did you learn? 

A; I believe that I had written about this at one point, but there 
were two individuals who were — one was the Italian Consul Gen- 
eral, was having dinner near the compound — my understanding 
was there was a restaurant next to the compound, the Venezia res- 
taurant — and was waiting for Ambassador Stevens to come and 
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meet with him at that restaurant. He related to me what he told 
an Italian, I believe, news aggregator right after the attack. 

Q: And what was that? 

A; That he did not believe there was any cause to — he did not 
see any evidence of — he did not — there is a written record. He said 
that he did not have any cause to believe that there was a protest. 

Q: And how soon after the attack did he give this interview, if 
you will, was his rendition of what happened made public? Was it 
the next day, the day after? 

A; The next day. And it appeared both — it also appeared in an 
Italian newspaper, but I do not recall the name of the paper right 
now. 

Q: So the Italian Consul General’s eyewitness account was in the 
papers on the 12th or the 13th? 

A; I believe it was the — the dateline was the 12th. One interview 
I think was carried, I am not 100 percent sure, I think it was car- 
ried by an Italian — major Italian paper the next day. 

Q: And, Dr. Chorin, how did you get out of Benghazi after the 
attack? 

A: So the director — essentially the director asked, well, whether 
we wanted to leave, and I said: Yes, very much so. I was concerned 
that there might be some kind of counter-action from outside or 
within. And he managed — we were taken to — we had to go back 
into town. There was a passport that was left behind. And we were 
driven by the director, followed by a team, a group of militia mem- 
bers who — essentially, they followed us and provided an escort to 
the airport. 

Q: And do you know which militia that was? There were several 
in Benghazi. 

A; Yes. This was described as a security force that was sort of 
by the Benghazi Medical Center as an unaffiliated militia. I think 
that potentially — the various parties had multiple affiliations, so 
we couldn’t quite tell who they were. My view is that they either — 
well, they played a role in getting us out, so that is all I can say. 

Q: And you were grateful? 

A: Yes. Well, I was grateful to get out. 

Q: Yes, okay. And then did you leave Benghazi on the 12th? 

A; We left Benghazi on the 12th. I don’t know how much of this 
you would like to hear, but there was a problem with the incoming 
flight. It had some mechanical problems in Istanbul, and they sent 
a smaller plane, so there was no way to get us on the flight. And 
I’m not even sure, I think the flight was completely booked even 
before that. So we heard later that there were various efforts made 
on our behalf that were fairly dramatic to get us on the plane. We 
were basically left standing there while the plane was fueled and 
loaded wondering whether we were going to get on. 

Q: But you ultimately did? 

A; Yes. 

Q: Have you been back to Benghazi since then? 

A: No. 

Q: You wrote in an article that was published in the New York 
Times on September 13th, 2012, that — and the quote is, quote: “It 
is a mystery at this point why the consulate compound was so 
lightly fortified,” end quote. 
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First of all, did you write that? 

A; Yes. 

Q: Could you elaborate on what you meant by the compound 
being lightly fortified? In your mind, in what respects was it lightly 
fortified? 

A; Well, this was from — now, as you know, the editing process 
is — I’m sure I said that, but I think the conclusion that I was mak- 
ing was an extrapolation from — partly extrapolation from past ex- 
perience and partly from bits I had heard here and there. And 
thirdly, it was from the fact that — I think a combination of the in- 
formation I had received from the, you know, the conversations 
that I have already related with Stevens and his detail, as well as 
the fact that it succeeded. I mean, I was quite aware of the provi- 
sional — that it was not a consulate, that it was a mission, and I 
had seen those facilities before during my posting. 

Q: In fact, when you were in Tripoli in 2004 to 2006, was your 
facility one that, for whatever reasons, was not required to meet se- 
curity standards? 

A; It was a provisional — I mean, it was a liaison office, so it was 
neither an embassy nor a consulate, it was a temporary mission be- 
fore the normalization of relations. And I believe I have said this 
publicly before, but I felt personally, and I know a number of my 
colleagues did, that the security was essentially nonexistent, other 
than that provided by the — I shouldn’t say nonexistent because, of 
course, there were dedicated State Department security people 
there, but we had no — it was nothing like a normal embassy. 

Q: Dr. Chorin, just so that I can wrap up, which has been more 
than my first hour, about an hour and 25 minutes, is there any- 
thing else about the time period of September 10th through Sep- 
tember 13th that we haven’t asked you about that you could relate 
to us? I understand there is probably a myriad of details, but have 
we overlooked any significant event, conversation that comes to 
your mind? 

A: Well, I have been — since this started, I have wanted to not 
dive into any partisan issues, so I hope you will allow me to say 
that. I think this is a very complicated issue, and I certainly have 
spent a long time looking at from a number of angles what hap- 
pened not only to us individually and to Ambassador Stevens, but 
also from the perspective of what possibly could have been done 
differently. 

A; And I would stress that, as we touched on just before, that 
I do think that this is probably a very — it has certainly been re- 
marked upon before, but I think the security stance or arrange- 
ments for provisional facilities, that was clearly a big issue. 

But the bigger issue here was one we started out talking about 
with regards to what kinds of needs specifically Libya would re- 
quire after the intervention to be a functioning and secure entity. 

A: And I would like to say that I think Libya has had a range 
of very specific needs that relate to its nature and the nature of 
the regime that was deposed and that the U.S. Government — I 
would hope that the U.S. Government would invest more resources 
in understanding the situation as it existed before the revolution 
and since. 
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Q: Dr. Chorin, is there an 3 h;hing that you think that the U.S. 
Government should have done in late 2011 and the first half of 
2012 that could have prevented or at least mitigated the downward 
spiral that Benghazi went into? 

A: I believe that — and, of course, I wasn’t in a position to make 
any decisions or have anything close to the full range of informa- 
tion. You know, I think — I have said many times before that I 
thought that the intervention was the right thing to do at the time 
and that it was a courageous moment in an otherwise very chaotic 
environment, but that we, the United States Government, the 
United States had an obligation to follow through in terms of the 
support that was offered to the Libyans afterward. 

A: And I think that there a lot of — a number of officials and 
prominent analysts have said that the Libyans themselves didn’t 
have the capacity to accept assistance, which to some degree I be- 
lieve I agree with, but I think that there was a window right after 
the cessation of the first wave of hostilities something could have 
been done in terms of at least stabilizing Benghazi. 

A; Another mistake that was made, and this one was largely by 
the Special Transitional Council, was to move the operating capital 
from Benghazi to Tripoli as soon as it did. I think there was opposi- 
tion to that decision, but I think that that opened up the whole 
range of other — it left Benghazi exposed and it created a situation 
where one had a multitude of supplicants, essentially heavily 
armed supplicants in Tripoli fighting over resources, and that was 
the dynamic that evolved. 

I think that if one looks at the report, that that was one of the 
founding documents, that the “responsibility to protect” doctrine, 
there is a whole talk there about what should be done after such 
interventions of this kind. And some of the basic descriptions there, 
I think, were very applicable to Libya. 

A; And I think also that the situation in Libya is unique with 
respect to Islamist presence there and its history with respect to, 
say, Tunisia, Algeria, and particularly Egypt, and that those dif- 
ferences could have worked in the favor of the stabilization. 

But the fact that there was — I am fully aware of all the difficul- 
ties that relate to providing assistance in that kind of a context and 
what was going on regionally, but I strongly believe that regardless 
of the Libyans’ own painful, traumatic previous experience under 
Qadhafi and the underlying divisions — tribal, geographic, other- 
wise — I think the point is that hopefully something can be done 
now to address this. 

I have some ideas, I have expressed them, but I think some of 
the degree of what we have been facing now and what happened 
with Ambassador Stevens could have, obviously with hindsight, 
been mitigated. But I don’t think that that veers against the initial 
instinct as in I think it was a good — I think it was a positive deci- 
sion to go in if we had the commitment to follow up. 

Q: Alright. Well, Dr. Chorin, thank you on behalf of myself and 
my colleague who is here. Thank you for your candid answers to 
our questions today. I am going to turn it over to my minority col- 
leagues, unless you would like to take a short break. Otherwise, I 
think they are prepared to continue through. 
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A; And please, just on behalf of everyone that is here and this 
whole committee, we are very sorry for the loss of your friend. Am- 
bassador Stevens, and please accept our condolences on that. 

Would you like a short break or would you like to continue? 

A: I am okay. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. O’BRIEN 

Q: So this is Erin O’Brien speaking for the minority staff. First 
of all, just like our colleague expressed, we want to say thank you 
for taking the time to talk with us today. We don’t have a lot of 
questions from our side, but a few that we are going to take you 
through. 

So my first question, have you ever actually been to the Special 
Mission Compound in Benghazi, actually seen it? 

A: I believe we drove by at one point, but I have not been inside 
or — I have not been inside. 

Q: So your description about the consulate being lightly fortified, 
you gave us a couple of reasons, you know, it sort of being an ex- 
trapolation from experience and other things. But just to make 
sure that we understood, it wasn’t based on your firsthand experi- 
ence with the compound? 

A; No, it was not. 

Q: All right. Thanks for clearing that up. 

You spoke to us a bit about the day following the attack. And I 
wanted to read a piece from a September 13th, 2012, New York 
Times article that we had spoken of before. In that you wrote, 
quote; “The morning after the attack on the consulate, my col- 
leagues and I returned to the medical center, where we witnessed 
an outpouring of sadness and, as one physician put it, shame,” end 
quote. 

Could you talk to us a little bit more about the reactions of the 
Libyans that you encountered? 

A; There was quite a strong sense of shock among many of the 
people. Certainly the Benghazi Medical Center staff and the mem- 
bers of the community that we interacted with outside that, that 
was fairly limited. But at the airport, it was at the airport or the 
people who were not hospital staff who were present. 

Q: At the hospital itself, were there a lot of people there? Were 
there Libyans there after hearing the news? Or was this just in 
your conversations with the hospital staff? 

A; Well, there were a number of — mainly the hospital staff. 
There were, as I mentioned before, people who had treated Stevens. 
And there was high emotional content. The codirector of the hos- 
pital who was from a very prominent Benghazi family of activists, 
one of whom was Salwa Bugaighis, who I believe had met with Ste- 
vens that day. These were all people who were on the same page 
and knew Ambassador Stevens or had met with him several times 
before that, probably multiple times before that. 

Q: How would you describe their emotions, were they upset, were 
they angry, was it a combination? 

A: It was a combination. 

Q: What was it they would be angry about? 

A: I think at the time that this was going to be stage two in the 
recognition that there were forces at work in Benghazi that were 
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trying to destabilize the city and kick its supporters and partisans 
out. This had been going on for several months at that point. 

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS 

Q: This is Susanne Grooms. I had a couple of follow-ups from 
Sharon’s exceptionally long question — no, exceptional questions. 

I think you talked about a specific conversation that you had had 
with Ambassador Stevens while he was in D.C. waiting to be con- 
firmed and sort of a series of other conversations that you had with 
him via email, right, but not speaking conversations. My impres- 
sion was that you don’t recall the exact words of any of those con- 
versations. Is that right? 

A: I think it would be hard for me to try to remember the con- 
versations verbatim or any exact wording. 

Q: But the general gist it sounded to me of those conversations, 
and sort of what I have from my notes is that Ambassador Stevens 
was talking about the importance of and your shared interest in 
keeping a unified Libya, secure Libya, stabilized Libya, and ensur- 
ing that the U.S. Government and other entities work together on 
that front. Is that sort of an accurate summary? 

A; Yes. There was a definite tone of frustration and feeling that 
he was under a tremendous amount of pressure. That came 
through very clearly. 

Q: Who did Ambassador Stevens feel that he had pressure from? 

A: I think he was quite balanced also in terms of expressing that 
pressure was coming from — well, I think the major thing was that 
he felt, and that it was very clear, that it had to do a lot with very 
limited resources, and he felt that there should be much more re- 
sources. And he hoped that those would be forthcoming, and he felt 
that part of his job would be to — and he hoped he could do this — 
was to convince various arms of the U.S. Government to put more 
resources into stabilization and disarmament and all the rest of it. 
Those two words were I am sure in there. 

Q: Was one of those arms of the U.S. Government the Congress? 

A; Yes. 

Q: That he was trying to build a case to get resources for the sta- 
bilization from? 

A; Yes. 

Q: In those conversations with you, it sounded to me like they 
were — and tell me if this is a fair characterization — but they were 
about how to improve the security and the overall stability of the 
infrastructure of Libya itself and not so much about his own per- 
sonal concerns about his own personal security going in and out of 
Libya. Is that accurate? 

A; Yes and no. I think he was clearly being careful about what 
he was — to some degree. And I think there was a bit of a lower bar- 
rier because we had gone over the ground rules of what was going 
to be — you know, this was in the context of a somewhat formal- 
slash-informal interview, and I needed to clarify what the rules 
were. 

I mean, we had this prior relationship, connection, correspond- 
ence, et cetera, so a lot didn’t need to be said. I am trying to an- 
swer your question as best I can. 
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He did not specifically talk about his personal security. He did 
talk about the general climate and the fact that it was getting 
worse, and it was clear from his body language and what he said 
and how he said it that he was under pressure. 

Q: I am sorry, under pressure from who, about what? 

A: Under pressure as in it is a very complicated situation, it is 
clearly a dangerous situation, and he doesn’t have all of the re- 
sources that he feels that he needs to make the difference that he 
wanted to as a representative of the U.S. Government. 

Q; I thought that is what we had discussed in terms of all of 
Libya, right, like he wanted to improve Libya. I think specifically 
my question is, did he say anything specifically about his own per- 
sonal concerns about his personal safety? 

A: Not directly. 

Q: So he didn’t say, like, “I am trying to reach out ” 

A: He did express concerns about Benghazi. 

Q: He expressed concerns about the security situation overall in 
the city of Benghazi? 

A: Yes. 

Q: But not his personal security as in, “I am going to Benghazi 
and I am afraid to go to Benghazi”? 

A: No. 

Q: Did he tell you ever that he — I guess at this point he might 
not have done it — but did he tell you that he was trying to get 
more, like, DS agents to come support the facility in Benghazi or 
the facility in Tripoli? 

A: No. There was no reason for him to mention those details to 
me. No. This was all in the context of my main questions, as well 
as the personal, you know, “How are things going, what do you 
think?” on a personal level. 

But I was at the time focused very much on the dynamics in 
Benghazi, and his view, as expressed then, was that Benghazi was 
very important as to how things were going to unravel in a country 
as a whole. There was no discussion specifically of his own indi- 
vidual security. 

Q: Did he feel like remaining as a U.S. presence in Benghazi and 
the things that he personally was going to go do in Libya, were 
those his attempts to essentially help stabilize Libya and prevent 
that sort of turning point where things could go badly? 

A: I’m sorry, I didn’t hear the last part. 

Q; I’m sorry. Is it sort of fair to understand that he understood 
his going to Libya, the decision to extend the presence in Benghazi 
after they opened up in Tripoli, but the decision to stay in 
Benghazi as sort of him trying to prevent that point where Libya 
could go badly and destabilize? Was he trying to have an impact 
on the situation? 

A: Whether he stated explicitly that or the thrust of the argu- 
ment was that it was very important to shore up the — to have a 
U.S. presence in Benghazi? In which conversation? In the conversa- 
tion in Washington or subsequent conversations? 

Q: In any of your conversations with him. 

A: Yes. Well, he made it clear that he felt that it was very impor- 
tant to have a U.S. presence in Benghazi. 
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Q: And the reason for that was in part this specific concern, 
right, that he wanted to try and keep Benghazi from destabilizing 
and he felt the U.S. presence in Benghazi would help that? 

A: Yes. 

Q: I think you have written about this a little bit, but did you 
see the — was there essentially an impact in itself to the attack and 
the death of Ambassador Stevens on the destabilization in 
Benghazi, like, how would you describe — his death itself became 
sort of a, to some extent, a turning point in the destabilization of 
Benghazi, is that sort of an accurate understanding of your writ- 
ing? 

A: Yes. I think that was a critical, critical point, and I believe 
that that was intentional, as well as being highly ironic and tragic. 

Q: And did you — this is just on a slightly different subject — but 
did you say that when you talked to the Italian Consul General 
that he told you that he had been expecting Ambassador Stevens 
on September 11th to come join him at the restaurant? 

A; I actually tried to get him to clarify this at one point. He had 
said that he was — that Stevens had a long meeting scheduled that 
evening and was going to meet with him very early on the morning 
of the 12th. Whether that meant one o’clock in the morning or five 
o’clock in the morning, my understanding was that he was in the 
restaurant at the time, and when the noise — when the commo- 
tion — you know, the sudden attack occurred, he went out and tried 
to ascertain what was going on. And the second was the case of an- 
other person who was — there was at least one other person in the 
vicinity who we talked to later who said the same thing. 

Q: Did he indicate to you that his plan was to meet Ambassador 
Stevens at the restaurant or at some other place? 

A: That is what he told me, that he was waiting — that he was 
expecting — he waiting in the restaurant for him. 

Q: Okay. So he was sort of sitting in the restaurant waiting for 
Ambassador Stevens to come. It is not clear to you how long he was 
planning on waiting, maybe all night? 

A; Right. That is possible. I don’t know why he — I can’t say any 
more about that. But, yes, at the time of the attack, he was in the 
restaurant waiting for Stevens. 

BY MS. O’BRIEN 

Q: What I am going to do now — and again, this is Erin O’Brien — 
just to close out our questions for today, and this is something that 
we do with everyone that we interview, as you know there are a 
number of public allegations that have been made related to the at- 
tacks on Benghazi. What I am going to be asking for here is not 
your opinion, but just whether or not you have firsthand informa- 
tion of these allegations. If you do not, we will simply just move 
on to the next allegation. There are about a dozen or so of these. 
I am reading from script. It usually takes us a couple of minutes. 
So please just bear with us. 

Alright. The first one. It has been alleged that Secretary of State 
Clinton intentionally blocked military action on the night of the at- 
tacks. One Congressman has speculated that, quote, “Secretary 
Clinton told Leon Panetta to stand down,” end quote, and this re- 
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suited in the Defense Department not sending more assets to help 
in Benghazi. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton ordered 
Secretary of Defense Panetta to stand down on the night of the at- 
tacks? 

A; No. 

Q: Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton 
issued any kind of order to Secretary of Defense Panetta on the 
night of the attacks? 

A: No. 

Q: It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton personally signed 
an April 2012 cable denying security to Libya. The Washington 
Post Fact Checker evaluated this claim and gave it four Pinnochios, 
its highest award for false claims. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton personally 
signed an April 2012 cable den 3 ring security resources to Libya? 

A; No. 

Q: Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton was person- 
ally involved in providing specific instruction on day-to-day security 
resources in Benghazi? 

A; No. 

Q: It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton misrepresented or 
fabricated intelligence on the risks posed by Qadhafi to his own 
people in order to garner support for military operations in Libya 
in Spring 2011. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton misrepresented 
or fabricated intelligence on the risks posed by Qadhafi to his own 
people in order to garner support for military operations in Libya 
in Spring 2011? 

A: No. 

Q: It has been alleged that the U.S. mission in Benghazi included 
transferring weapons to S 3 rrian rebels or to other countries. A bi- 
partisan report issued to the House Permanent Select Committee 
on Intelligence found that, quote, “The CIA was not collecting and 
shipping arms from Libya to Syria,” end quote, and that they 
found, quote, “no support for this allegation,” end quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the House Intelligence 
Committee’s bipartisan report finding that the CIA was not ship- 
ping arms from Libya to Syria? 

A: No. 

Q: Do you have any evidence that the U.S. facilities in Benghazi 
were being used to facilitate weapons transfers from Libya to Syria 
or to any other foreign country? Hello? 

A: Yes, actually, if you could define 

Q: I can reread it. Just let me know if you ever need me to 
reread it. 

A: Well, if you could — does that mean evidence that’s not in the 
public domain? 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Yes. So what we are looking for is per- 
sonal knowledge, any personal knowledge from the things that 
you 

Mr. Chorin. I just wanted to clarify. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Yes, not from reading a news report. 
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BY MS. O’BRIEN 

Q: Do you need me to reread the question? 

A: Yes. 

Q: Do you have any evidence that the U.S. facilities in Benghazi 
were being used to facilitate weapons transfers from Libya to Syria 
or to any other foreign country? 

A: No. 

Q: A team of CIA security personnel was temporarily delayed 
from departing the Annex to assist the Special Mission Compound, 
and there have been a number of allegations about the cause of 
and the appropriateness of that delay. The House Intelligence Com- 
mittee issued a bipartisan report concluding that the team was not 
ordered to stand down, but that instead there were tactical dis- 
agreements on the ground over how quickly to depart. 

Do you have any evidence that would contradict the House Intel- 
ligence Committee’s finding that there was no stand-down order to 
CIA personnel? 

A: No. 

Q: Putting aside whether you personally agree with the decision 
to delay temporarily or think it was the right decision, do you have 
any evidence that there was a bad or improper reason behind the 
temporary delay of the CIA security personnel who departed the 
Annex to assist the Special Mission Compound? 

A: No. 

Q: A concern has been raised by one individual that in the course 
of producing documents to the Accountability Review Board dam- 
aging documents may have been removed or scrubbed out of that 
production. 

Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials that 
were provided to the ARB? 

A: No. 

Q: Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Depart- 
ment directed anyone else at the State Department to remove or 
scrub damaging documents from the materials that were provided 
to the ARB? 

A: No. 

Q: Let me ask these questions also for documents that were pro- 
vided to Congress. 

Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials that 
were provided to Congress? 

A: No. 

Q: It has been alleged that CIA Deputy Director Michael Morell 
altered unclassified talking points about the Benghazi attacks for 
political reasons and that he misrepresented his actions when he 
told Congress that the CIA, quote, “faithfully performed our duties 
in accordance with the highest standards of objectivity and non- 
partisanship,” end quote. 

Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Mike Morell 
gave false or intentionally misleading testimony to Congress about 
the Benghazi talking points? 

A: No. 
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Q: Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Morell 
altered the talking points provided to Congress for political rea- 
sons? 

A; No. 

Q: It has been alleged that Ambassador Susan Rice made an in- 
tentional misrepresentation when she spoke on the Sunday talk 
shows about the Benghazi attacks. 

Do you have any evidence that Ambassador Rice intentionally 
misrepresented facts about the Benghazi attacks on the Sunday 
talk shows? 

A; No. 

Q: It has been alleged that the President of the United States 
was, quote, “virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief,” end quote, 
on the night of the attacks and that he was, quote, “missing in ac- 
tion,” end quote. 

Do you have any evidence to support the allegation that the 
President was virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief or missing 
in action on the night of the attacks? 

A: No. 

Q: It has been alleged that a team of four military personnel at 
Embassy Tripoli on the night of the attacks who were considering 
fl3dng on the second plane to Benghazi were ordered by their supe- 
riors to stand down, meaning to cease all operations. Military offi- 
cials have stated that those four individuals were instead ordered 
to remain in place in Tripoli to provide security and medical assist- 
ance in their current location. 

A Republican staff report issued by the House Armed Services 
Committee found that, quote, “There was no stand-down order 
issued to the U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join 
the fight in Benghazi,” end quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the conclusion of the 
House Armed Services Committee that, quote, “There was no 
stand-down order issued to U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who 
sought to join the fight in Benghazi,” end quote? 

A; No. 

Q: All right. This is our last one. We are almost done. 

It has been alleged that the military failed to deploy assets on 
the night of the attacks that would have saved lives. However, 
former Republican Congressman Howard “Buck” McKeon, the 
former chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, con- 
ducted a review of the attacks, after which he stated, quote, “Given 
where the troops were, how quickly the thing all happened, and 
how quickly it dissipated, we probably couldn’t have done more 
than we did,” end quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict Congressman McKeon’s 
conclusion? 

A: No. 

Q: Do you have any evidence that the Pentagon had military as- 
sets available to them on the night of the attacks that could have 
saved lives, but that the Pentagon leadership intentionally decided 
not to deploy? 

A; No. 

Q: Okay. And with that, we are finished, and I believe our other 
colleagues are finished as well. 
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Ms. Jackson. We are finished. 

Again, Dr. Chorin, thank you very much for your time. It is, I 
believe, after 8:00 p.m. your time in London. Is that correct? 

Mr. Chorin. After 9:00. 

Ms. Jackson. After 9:00 p.m.? It has been two hours we have 
been doing this. But, again, thank you very much. 

Mr. Evers. This is Austin Evers from the State Department. 
Ethan, if you would like to call, feel free, or you are absolutely free 
to take the rest of the night off. 

[Whereupon, at 4:15 p.m., the interview was concluded.] 
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May 3, 2016 


Dear Mr. Chairman, 

Thank you for the opportunity to review tire unclassified transcript from my March 2016 
interview with the Select Committee on Benghazi. During my review, I identified one statement 
that I believe needs correction or further clarification. Accordingly, 1 respectfully request that the 
record be amended to reflect the below changes: 

At page 34, the sentence currently stating “It had been understood to be present, and there was 
some general, you know, but it was not a hostile it was not a name that came up as frequently as 
it obviously did afterward” should instead state: “It had been understood to be present, but it was 
not a name that came up as frequently as it obviously did afterward.” While 1 do not recall 
exactly what I said, I know that I did not use the word “hostile" and so would like that clause 
stricken from the record. 


Sincerely, 



Dr. Ethan Chorin 


o 
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Mr. Tolar. This is the transcribed interview of Eric (REDACTED) 
conducted by the House Select Committee on Benghazi. This interview 
is being conducted voluntarily as part of the committee ' s investigation 
into the attacks on U.S. diplomatic facilities in Benghazi^ Libya^ and 
related matters pursuant to House Resolution 567 of the 113th Congress 
and House Resolution 5 of the 114th Congress. 

Would the witness, please, state his full name for the record. 

Mr. (REDACTED) 

Mr. Tolar. Sir, the committee appreciates your attendance here 
today. 

My name is Mac Tolar, and with the committee's majority staff. 
At this point, I would like to ask everyone in the room to introduce 
themselves, starting with Sheria to my left. 

Ms. Clarke . Sheria Clarke. 

Ms. Green . I'm Shannon Green with the minority staff. 

Ms. Rauch . Laura Rauch with the minority staff. 

Mr. Kenny. Peter Kenny, minority staff. 

Mr. Richards . Ed Richards, DOD, Office of General Counsel. 

Mr. Hudson . Bill Hudson, DOD, Office of the General Counsel. 

Mr. Missakian . Craig Missakian, majority staff. 

Mr. Tolar. And, again, I briefly talked about this before, but 
just to remind you, what's going to happen today is we're going to have 
rounds of question. Each round will last one hour . The majority staff 
will start. They'll ask questions for an hour. At that point, we'll 
stop for a minute. The minority staff will have an opportunity to do 
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the same thing. They may decide to waive and let us continue on. 
That ' s completely thein call. And we ' 11 basically do hour rounds until 
everybody's exhausted all their questions. Does that make sense. 

Mr. (REDACTED) . Or I ' m exhausted. 

Mr. Tolar. There you go. Well, I'm sure that won't happen. 

As you could see, we've got a court reporter. Chantal is going 
to be taking down everything we say and do make a written record of 
this conversation. Accordingly, I would ask that you give verbal 
responses to all questions such as yes or no as opposed to nods of the 
head, like you just did. 

Mr. (REDACTED) Okay. 

Mr. Tolar. Yes or no? 

Mr. (REDACTED) . Yes, sir. 

Mr. Tolar. Thank you. No "sir." Yes. Thank you. 

I'm also going to ask Chantal to jump in if any case -- at any 
time hears a nonverbal response. She's probably going to kick me under 
the table. I would just assume avoid that if we can. 


Mr. 

(REDACTED) , 

^ Okay. 

Mr. 

Tolar. No 

"okays." Can't do "okay." 

Mr. 

(REDACTED) , 

Oh, can't do "okay." 

Ms. 

Tolar. No. 

Yes or no -- well, if you don't mind 

Mr. 

(REDACTED) , 

Yes . 

Mr. 

Tolar. Thank you. 

Mr. 

(REDACTED) , 

^ All right. 

Mr. 

Tolar. Do 

you understand all this? 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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Ms. (REDACTED) ■ Yes. 

Mn. Tolar. Perfect. 

Mr. Hudson . May I just -- and so you received his clearances? 
So we're at secret level? Is that right? 

Mr. Tolar. I will get to that. 

Mr. Hudson . Okay. 

Mr. Tolar. Thanks. 

AlsOj we should try to avoid to talk over each other so it ' s easier 
to get a clear record. I have a problem with that sometimes, and I 
apologize in advance, so just bear with me. If you will do the same, 
I appreciate it. 

Mr. (REDACTED) . Yes. 

Mr. Tolar. Perfect. 

To the best of your recollection, please give us answers to any 
questions that are asked of you. If you are not sure of an answer, 
you can't remember, just say so, and that's okay. If you happen to 
know of someone who could provide the answer or a better response, if 
you would identify that, that would be appreciated. 

Mr. (REDACTED) . Yes. 

Mr. Tolar. You are required to answer questions from Congress 
truthfully. Do you understand that? 

Mr. (REDACTED) . Yes. 

Mr. Tolar. This also applies to questions posed by congressional 
staff in an interview. Do you understand this? 

Mr. (REDACTED) . Yes. 
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Mr. Tolar. Witnesses that knowingly provide false testimony 
could be subject to criminal prosecution for perjury and/or making 
false statements. Do you understand this? 

Mr. (REDACTED) . Yes. 

Mr. Tolar. Is there any reason why you are unable to provide 
truthful answers to today's questions? 

Mr. (REDACTED) . No. 

Mr. Tolar. This interview is being conducted at the secret 
level. If you hear a question or need to respond that might exceed 
that level j please identify thatj and we'll go off the record and talk 
about it. Make sense? 

Mr. (REDACTED) . Yes. 

Mr. Tolar. That's all I've got in terms of the preamble. Any 
questions with that regard? 

Mr. (REDACTED) . No. 

Mr. Tolar. Do y'all have anything? 

Mr. Kenny. I want to thank the witnesses for coming in. Look 
forward to your testimony today. 

Mr. Tolar. Perfect. 

All right. The clock now reads -- I've got 11:05. Let's go on 
the record with the first hour of questions j please. 

EXAMINATION 

BY MR. TOLAR: 

Q Sir, if you would, would you just walk me through your 
military background? 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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A I was in for 22 yearSj retired approximately 2 years ago, 
started out as a maintenance officer for the first couple of years, 
and started flying for the last 20 years of my career. 

Q When did you retire? 

A March 1st, 2 years ago. 

Q That would have been 2014? 

A Yeah. 

Q And what branch are you in? 

A I was in the Air Force. 

Q Was that a -- were you active duty at that time? 

A The last 12 years I was a reservist, and that was -- 728 
airlift squadron in McChord. 

Q What was your final rank? 

A Major. 

Q What are you qualified to fly? 

A What was I qualified at the time? 

Q At the time. 

A At the time, C-17. 

Q And at the time, by that I mean at the time of September 

2012. 


A Yes, C-17. 

Q Okay. Prior to that, had you been qualified to fly other 

planes -- other frames? 

A Yes . 

Q Which ones? 
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A AWACSj E-3j E-3j T-37j I was an instructor. The T-37 is 
a primary trainer j so I was an instructor on thatj and then the C-17. 
Q All right. Have you ever flown C-130? 

A No. 

Q If you will walk me through your civilian employmentj 
please. Where are you currently employed? 

A 3etBlue. 

Q What do you do for those guys? 

A I'm a captain for JetBlue. 

Q Prior to today^ have you ever been questioned about events 
surrounding Benghazi and/or DOD's response of those events? For 
example j has a House --or have you ever testified or answered questions 
before a House or Senate committee? 

A No. 

Q Are you familiar with the Accountability Review Boards the 

ARB? 

A I am. I've heard about it. I didn't read it. 

Q Did they question you? 

A No. 

Q Have you discussed these events^ the events surrounding 

Benghazi, with anyone else? 

A Parents, friends, stuff like that. 

Q Have you ever given any interviews? 

A Yes . 

Q With who? 
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A Brett Baler. 

Q What was the impetus for that interview? 

A What was the impetus? 

Q Yeah. How did y'all connect? 

A I connected -- I saw a piece that he had done and sent him 
an email that saidj Hey^ I flew the mission on the ground. And so he 
contacted -- he actually called me the next day. 

Q Okay. 

A And so we talked about it. It was a 20-minute interview 
or something like that. 

Q All right. 

A I spent -- kind of the reason why I know some of thiSj the 
background stuffy is because I spent the next 3 days with those guys. 

Q Sure. 

A After we got back to Ramstein, they kind of adopted me^ I 

guess you could say. So they told me a lot about what happened. 

Q Sure. We'll get to all that. 

A Okay. All right. 

Q Wellj let's just jump ahead. I want to talk to you about 
September 11th at this point. Would youj please, tell me where you 
were stationed at that time? 

A I was temporary duty at Ramstein Air Base in Germany. 

Q Temporary from where? 

A From to McChord Air Force Base. 

Q Washington? 


UNCLASSIFIED 



1100 


UNCLASSIFIED 


10 


A Yes . 

Q And what was youn assignment there at Ramstein? 

A We were there for 45 days to solely dOj basically^ sit on 
alert and do high-priority missions. 

Q When you say "we/' who do you mean? 

A So I had a crew of two other pilots and two load masters. 

Q Does that constitute a single crew for a C-17? 

A It constitutes -- okay. So a normal C-17 complement is two 
pilotSj two load masters. With the extra pilots it allows us to go 
up to a 26-hour duty day as opposed to an 18-hour duty day. So it just 
gives us that extension so we can go. And that was during Iraq and 
Afghanistan. Our normal complement was three pilots, two load 
masters, so we could go off to a 26-hour duty day. 

Q All right. So were you the only reserve team, so to speak, 
that was augmenting -- who was the unit you were augmenting, first of 
all? 

A So what -- as reservists, we are all trying to earn active 
duty points towards our active duty retirement. So we actually took 
an active duty mission as reservists, went on active duty ourselves. 
So I think at the time it was like the fourth airlift squadron was the 
active duty squadron that handed us this mission to go over there. We 
actually did 45 days, came home for a couple weeks, and went back out 
for 45 days. 

Q And the fourth airlift squadron is -- 

A Also McChord. 
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Q Okay. And ane y'all unden the command of USAFE? 

A No, had nothing to do with USAFE. This was all for GENICOM. 

We had absolutely nothing to do with USAFE oven thene. 

Q Who did you nepont to? 

A So, this was -- it was kind of this weind thing, whene we 
actually neponted to TACC, which is tactical ain command and contnol. 
They ane in St. Louis. So we wene tasked to them. They nun all the 
ainlift wonldwide, and they would send us on missions. We had nothing 
to do with McChond, just kind of like had nothing to do with us oven 
thene . 

Q Did you deploy with an aincnaft on wene you just following 
an aincnaft thene? 

A We deployed with an aincnaft. Actually, we flew oven 
thene --no. We did not deploy with an aincnaft. Because we flew oven 
commencial, but thene was a constant cycle of ainplanes, and when we 
wene sitting alent, we had an aincnaft assigned to us. 

Q And -- 

A When we wene actually -- you know, we could sit, what's 
called Bnavo, so we had a one-houn alent sequence. And when we wene 
sitting Bnavo, we had an ainplane assigned us to on the namp neady to 

go- 

Q On Septemben 11th, what was youn alent status? 

A We wene -- we wene sitting alent. We had been sitting alent 

fon 20 houns alneady, because we had actually been -- sat in the Bnavo, 
because thene was a detainee in Guantanamo that had died, and he was 
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being transported, and we were supposed to fly him into Yemen. So we 
were sitting on alert that morning. 

Q The morning of the 11th? 

A Yes. We -- we had been going for 20-plus hours already. 

But at -- at that point, when we got the call, we were sitting Bravo 
and sitting on alert. They could -- they could have us sit on Bravo 
for up to 3 days straight, like 36 hours, and we have 12 hours rest, 
and then they could put us back into Bravo. 

Q So September 11, the morning prior to the attack that 
evening, you're in Bravo status at Ramstein, you've got a plane assigned 
to you, C-17. Is that correct? 

A Yes, sir. 

Q Do you recall the tail number for that aircraft? 

A I could tell you what it is. 

Q All right. 

A 10190. 

Q 10190? That's the tail number for the C-17 aircraft you 
had assigned to you that morning? 

A Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kenny. Can I interrupt for a minute. It appears to us the 
witness has just referred to a document. Can you just have him identify 
what the document is. 

Mr. (REDACTED). So this is , we would have a mission cut . That's 
basically what they would hand me on the way out the door, and so this 
is basically just the mission cut from that morning. A lot of 
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high-pnionity oneSj I wouldj you know, keep that for my own record in 
case I had to refer back to it, especially if they had an emergency 
or something that happened, I could refer back to it. So it basically 
has, you know, it has tail number, my name on it, take off and landing 
times, stuff like that. 

BY MR. TOLAR: 

Q Is that mission cut solely for your mission, or is it for 
all missions that morning? 

A This is just for my mission. 

Q Okay. 

A Each one had an individual. It's a Word document, and 

basically, what I could do is just download it from the computer and 
it had, you know, basically the whole -- it's basically mission 
history. 

Q Are mission cuts retained, as far as you know? 

A As far as I know, you can go back as far as you want and 

get them. 

Q And how do you go about doing that? 

A TACC would keep all that. Actually, TRANSCOM, I think, is 

the one that owns the server that that stuff is on. 

Q All right. So when you're -- morning of September 11th, 

you are on Bravo alert status. What are you doing? 

A The morning --on September 11th? 

Q You are hanging out in the squad bay, or where are you? 

A Now, when we took Bravo alert, we were in a hotel room. So 
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it's kind of like torture, you basically go between your hotel room, 
food and the gym, because you are on the 1-hour hook. So you stay in 
the hotel. When they call you, you go in. So -- 

Q You've got 1 hour from the time you are called to get back 
to the base? 

A No. I've got 1 hour to be in, getting my briefing ready 
to go fly. 

Q You have to be wheels up in 1 hour? 

A No, I have to be -- so the way it worked with the C-17, 
roughly, is we would have a (REDACTED) alert sequence. That's what 
we did during the war. I mean, obviously, we could get the airplane 
off the ground in an hour if we need to. But the normal sequence, if 
you just did everything normal, normal for planning was an hour to get 
in, and (REDACTED) to get wheels in the well. So with -- with Bravo 
alert, I had to be in, getting my intel brief in an hour. 

Q And then would you still need (REDACTED) to get wheels in 
the well? 

A No. In fact, we didn't take (REDACTED) that morning. 

Q Okay. 

A I think we were off the ground in 2.5 hours, total. 
Honestly, the only thing that prevented us from taking off earlier was 
when -- when I got the call for -- to, you know, to go on the mission, 
I get in, and I found out that they don't have enough gas on the airplane, 
so we had to put fuel on the airplane, and that was because they didn't 
even have diplomatic clearance to fly into Libya yet. In fact, I took 


UNCLASSIFIED 



1105 


UNCLASSIFIED 


15 


off illegally as far as a pilot stand -- from a pilot point of viewj 
I should not have even taken off unless I got diplomatic clearance to 
fly into a country. But we made a determination to take offj hold 
outside of Libya until we got the diplomatic clearance, and then we 
would be cleared in. Now, it ended up that 30 minutes out from the 
border, we got clearance to fly into Libya. The point being that I 
needed enough gas to go there and hold until I got that diplomatic 
clearance because I didn't know how long that was going to be. 

Q Sure. 

A So I didn't have enough gas. I had no aircraft security. 
So I requested what are called Ravens to accompany us, and they -- so 
they - (REDACTED) they've got to be at the airplane. They are Air 
Force's version of aircraft security. They are trained in 
hand-to-hand combat. Kind of -- I mean, they have guns, but that's 
not their primary role, but they are there for aircraft security. So 
they did not have Ravens assigned to us. So no gas, no Ravens. I 
quickly read over the report on Benghazi --or Tripoli, because nobody, 
obviously, no military aircraft had been in there any time soon. But 
I read the CIA report at the time quickly, and it said. Make sure you 
go with cash. Okay. So now I've got to come up with $30,000 cash in 
the next hour. So there is -- there was all these things that suddenly 
I had to get. If all those things would have been laid out before we 
got there, an hour we would have been off the ground. But at that 
point -- and I'll give you this background, only because I have a good 
friend that worked in TACC. 
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Q Sure. 

A It be went frottij Hey, we were going to send them to Benghazi, 
to now it's going to be a medevac, and we need to get a medevac team, 
you know --so they changed the mission at some point, and they didn't 
have all these things laid out when I showed up. 

Q Well, slow down, let me back up. We'll get to all that. 

A Okay. Am I going too fast? 

Q No. It's the 11th, you are in the hotel, you are 

there -- you have been on Bravo status, you are there through the day, 
through the afternoon, that evening, the event happens in Benghazi -- 

A Right. We were sleeping that night. 

Q So you were asleep at the time? 

A Yeah. 

Q Do you recall when you first heard about the attacks in 
Benghazi? 


A It was that morning. I think it was -- 
Q The attack happened -- just for the record -- in case you 
don't recall, the attack happened the 11th in the evening? 

A The brief night. Right. 

Q About 9:40 in the evening. And when did you find out about 


it? 


A So about 8 or 9 the next morning is when I got a call from 
TACC, and he said get in here as quick as you can, turn on CNN. So 
that would have been right around 8:15, 9:15, whenever we got alerted. 
Q And who would have called you from TACC? 
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A Who -- in this case^ it was a - (REDACTED) was the guy that 
had our mission, but it could have been anybody, whoever the senior 
was or the person that planned the mission would call us and alert us. 

Q But in this case, it was (REDACTED) 

A I believe [(REDACTED was the one that called, yes. 

Q What's his rank? 

A He was a lieutenant colonel, I think, he retired as. 

Q And he called and said, go turn on the TV? 

A He said, turn on the TV, get in as quick as you can. 

Q And then get in as quick as you can? 

A Uh-huh. 

Q So he directed you to go to base? 

A Well, we were on base. The hotel is right on base. 

Q Okay. 

A I could be -- we could walk to the airplane in 5 minutes. 

Q Got you . 

A Yeah. 

Q All right. So now that morning you report to the hangar, 
the squadron? 

A We have basically -- they have a contingency office set up 
with the intelligence cell, you know, because we were running all of 
our missions for Iraq and Afghanistan through there for the last 12, 
13 years. So it was a -- we would go into one room, get our intel and 
tactics briefing. We would get our mission package from the office 
next door, and that's basically -- and then there was supporting 
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agencies anound thatj but -- 

Q Who were you reporting to that morning after you get the 
call from TACC? 

A To the Intel and tactics office. I -- we don't actually 
report to anyone. 

Q Right. 

A We show up. The intel officers brief us. 

Q Check. 

A Give us a briefing. Tactics officers talks about, you 
know, threats that they can see, and then they hand me my mission package 
and we walk to the jet. 

Q Do you recall at what time you completed your briefings, 

were ready to walk to the jet? 

A I would say by the time we were alerted and got in, out the 
door, I actually sent -- because there were all these things that 
weren't done, I sent my crew out to start getting the airplane ready 
to we can get out quicker and I stayed in and handled all the logistics. 

I -- I would say they were out to the jet within an hour after 
the call. 

Q Typically -- are those aircrafts, typically, supposed to 
be prepared to go? Was it not like in the ready state that it should 
have been? 

A No. It was -- it was -- it's not like alpha alert where 
the airplane's ready to throw the switches and the engine starts. It 
wasn't in that status. It was in Bravo status, so maintenance-wise. 
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everything's ready to go. The cover's are pulled, the airplane is 
ready for the crew; we do a walk-around, we load the flight plan, and 
we start the engines and go. So, realistically, as soon as you get 
out to the airplane, I mean, if all the maintenance is done and you're 
all ready to go, it takes less than 30 minutes to get off the ground. 

Q Okay. 

A So it because all the other logistics that go on with 

launching an airplane. 

Q Based on your Intel brief or threat brief, I know you talked 
about you wanted Ravens added. Did you have any kind of 
countermeasures on the aircraft already loaded or did you request them? 
Was that an issue? 

A (REDACTED) 

Q Don't worry about it. 

A (REDACTED) 

Q Like chase and flares, that kind of thing? 

A (REDACTED) 

Q Sure. All right. 

A (REDACTED) 

Q Okay. 

A (REDACTED) 

Q Check. All right. So you go through your briefings, you 
have your crew out there, finished prepping the plane; do you recall 
what time you got out there and got in the seat? 

A I think it was by the time we ' ve got everything squared away. 
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I was probably another half hour before I got out of there -- got out 
there . 

Q Between 10 and 11 , you think? 

A Yeah. I mean, you know, if you go based upon the, you know, 
takeoff timeline here, I was probably out there -- because I know 
the -- I would say by 11:00Z I was probably out there. So that would 
have been 12:00 local. 

Q What time did you take off? 

A We took off at 12:14Z, which September, I don't think the 
time changed, so you are an hour ahead of Zulu, so that's 1:00, right, 
that time of year? I think you're plus 1 during the summer. 

Q We'll flesh that out. But -- so you got out to the plane, 
you had to get gas. How long did it take to do that? 

A It was fueled by the time I got out there. 

Q Yeah. 

A That's why -- 

Q And -- and the Ravens -- by the time you got out there, the 
Ravens were -- 

A They showed up pretty close to around the time that I did. 

Q And talk about the mission itself. Were -- when you 

reported, were you told then specifically that you were going to go 
to Libya? 

A Yes. Yeah, we knew where we were going. 

Q And that didn't change? 

A No. We've just had no -- we didn't know anything about the 
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location. I mean, our Intel brief was -- 

Q Sure. 

A -- nonexistent. 

Q Did they -- were there any discussion of you going to 

Benghazi by Tripoli? 

A No. It was -- by the time we got in there, it was Tripoli. 

Q And, again, tell me what they told you that your mission 

was going to be? 

A To -- they didn't know whether Christopher Stevens was dead 

or alive at that point. They didn't know how many HRs there would be, 
and they didn't know how many walk-ons there would be. So they 
basically had no idea what was going on on the ground there by the time 
we got called. In fact, I was getting calls the whole way down saying, 
we still don't know what's happening on the ground. I called the 
defense attache, and a master -- master chief, tried to find out 
information, and he just said, sir, sir, I need to go, and then hung 
up the phone. 

Q Where was the defense attache located? 

A In Tripoli. We were being told at the time that we were 
going to have to send our air medical folks down to downtown Tripoli 
and get the bodies and the casualties or the injured. I was like, well 
how are we going to get down there. So we -- we always travel with 
our clothes. So the grand plan was to send two Ravens with our medical 
folks, somehow get vehicles, go down in civilian clothes and -- and 
get all these folks. So that's why I was calling the ground trying 
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to gOj is this neally what we'ne going to have to do, (REDACTED) 

Q And -- 

A So we didn't know a lot. Honestly, when we took off, I was 
getting calls asking me if I knew anything. I was calling --we have 
a satellite phone on the airplane. At that point, we didn't have a 
real clear picture of what was going on. 

Q And lay out, again, exactly who was on your team that day, 
who was on that plane? 

A So we ultimately had three pilots, including myself, two 
load masters, the air medical evacuation team, the doctors and nurses. 

Q How many people does that constitute? 

A You know, I'm thinking it was like 10 or 12 people. That's 

pretty big. I mean, they set up stretchers. I don't know if you've 

ever seen the inside of an airplane that's set up for air medical 
evacuation, but they've got bed, stretchers, heart machines, all that 
kind of stuff. Three Ravens. We had mortuary affairs folks on the 
airplane, and -- oh, the other thing that they had not got me was a 
maintainer, so that was another guy I had to get last minute within, 
you know, before we took off was a maintenance person, because I didn't 
want to get a C-17 stuck down in Tripoli. So -- 

Q All right. So y'all are loaded up, and at the time you took 
off, wheels up, you indicated you didn't have diplomatic 
clearance -- diplomatic clearance then? 

A Yeah. 

Q And why is that a problem for you? 
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A Even as an airline pilots you don't take off if you've got 
all the stuff to be able to reach your destination. So legally^ I 
shouldn't have taken off. They saidj it's your callj and I saidj we'll 
go. Because ultimately, what's going to happen is I get to the Libyan 
border, and I've got to hold until it get's passed, if it doesn't, I 
go to Sigonella, which is 20 minutes away and land there, so -- 

Q Who were you talking to whether or not diplomatic clearance 
has been passed? 

A The folks at TACC. They are the ones that passed it to me. 

Q Once you were in the plane, did you have to wait for an order 
from somebody to take off, or could you take off as soon as you were 
ready? 

A I had to get what is called positive alert. So I had to 
call TACC -- I mean, they have -- really, they had given us positive 
alert because they said get off the ground as soon as you can. But 
I gave them a quick call, said, we're going. They said, okay. So -- 

Q Did the requirement for the medical staff on board, did that 
delay y'all at all in terms of your ability to take I don't have? 

A It takes awhile to set up, yes. 

Q I mean, you were getting your briefings inside, and you 
couldn't leave until that was done. So the fact that they were doing 
all these other things simultaneously, did any of that delay your 
ability to take off? 

A Yeah, because the air medical folks didn't show up till, 
I would say after my guys got out there. I mean that took a full hour 
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to set that up. 

Q Okay. Did -- was there any contemplation about you going 
to Rotaj Spain on to Croatia? 

A I found out, after the fact, that there was discussion about 
that. I mean, you know, we had been out there for 2 months already, 
and we knew, you know, where all the players were. But there's no 
discussion with me as to, you know, going to Sigonella, getting a FAST 
team or anything like that. 

Q Had you flown from Rota before from Ramstein? 

A Oh, lots of times. 

Q How long does it take to get to Rota, Spain from Ramstein? 

A Rota's a long ways away. I mean, that's 5 hours. 

Rota's -- yeah, because you've got to go down to the med to get to Rota. 
I would a say at least 4 or 5 hours. 

Q Okay. 

A Yeah. 

Q If you were picking up a FAST team, they have been - 
(REDACTED) what Other time would be required before you could take off 
again? 

A Nothing, we do an engine running offload. 

Q Okay. 

A So we'd put the engines in idle reverse and they get on. 

Q Had you ever flown to Croatia from Ramstein? 

A 30 minutes. No, Croatia, if it's -- Croatia, it's 
probably -- it's got to be less than 2 hours, right around 2 hours. 
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I mearij I'd have to look at the ain miles. Let's see, Benghazi -- on 
Tripoli was 2 hours and 39 minutes. So I'm -- I'm guessing Croatia^ 
you're probably talking at less than 2 hours. 

Q You said Tripoli was 2 hours and 39 minutes. Is that at 
your normal speed? Can you accelerate? 

A We went quick. 

Q You went quick? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. Talk to me about -- 

A I meaOj if somebody can tell me the air distance to Croatia^ 

I mean, we're doing 500 knots, so whatever that turns out to be. 

Q Okay. 

A And that's assuming you've got diplomatic clearances for 
over flight, and depends what brief you've got to take. 

Q Barring those issues, but landing in Croatia, assume you've 
got all the clearances and whatnot, any other complications or 
challenges to landing there and taking off again? 

A None. 

Q Obviously, C-17 cannot land on a bigger airstrip than -- 

A Oh, no. 

Q -- than the C-130? 

A No, the C-17 can land on -- I mean, that's why the C-17 was 
built. We can land on dirt -- 

Q Okay. 

A -- we can land on as short a runway as a C-130 can. 
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Q On September 12th, did you -- you didn't have a need for 
crew rest to be waived, but was that ever discussed with you? 

A No, because we were in Bravo already. So there was 
no -- from what TACC had -- you know, the guys that I ' ve talked to after 
the fact, they said we were the only crew in the entire European theater 
that was legal to fly that day. 

Q What does that mean? 

A That means we are the only one in Bravo. Everybody knew 
we were sitting Bravo. We were there only to do high- visibility, 
high-priority missions. So on that morning and that night, we were 
the only crew that was legal to fly with air medical folks, with 
everybody, you know. Because they even looked at A1 Udeid, and there 
was nobody even legal to fly with air medical teams or anything like 
that at A1 Udeid. So we were, literally, the only crew available and 
legal to fly. 

Q And who informed you of this? 

A (REDACTED) told me the same thing, yeah. 

Q Other than talking to TACC and after getting your briefs, 
were you communicating with anybody else that day? Other than the 
defense attache, did you talk to anybody else? 

A Tons. It was almost constant phone calls all the way down 
and all the way back. 

Q And what are the nature of those discussions? 

A Do you know what ' s happening on the ground? Have you talked 
to anyone? 
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I had to talk to TACC because the airfield that was not legal for 
me to take off at nighty because there were some towers at either end 
of the runway -- 

Q In Tripoli? 

A In Tripoli. 

Q Okay. 

A -- so I had to get three-star general approval to take off 

with my vision goggles going out of therOj questions about dip 
clearances. There was -- it was like constant phone calls all the way 
downj all the way back. On the way backj I had a lot of medical folks 
callingj sayingj who do you have on board? Who are the HRs? 

Q What is HR? 

A Human remains. 

What's the status of your wounded? So I had to have my medical 
guys talk to people that were calling. There's a lot of confusion. 

Q So you landed in Ramstein --in Tripoli. Do you recall what 

time you landed? 

A Yeah. So that was 1453 Zulu. And, honestly, I mean, I'm 
guessing there's plus 1 too there, but -- I don't remember exactly. 

Q So you landed in Tripoli. What's going on now? 

A So we land -- we're on the ground. We get a tactical 

arrival going on there. When we had our intel brief before we left, 
it was very -- they didn't have a lot. I mean, nobody knew a lot about 
Tripoli at the time. (REDACTED) So we did the tactical approach. 
And the other thing is we also knew there was 20,000 shoulder-launched 


UNCLASSIFIED 



1118 


UNCLASSIFIED 


28 


missiles that disappeared after the fall of Libya. 

So we did a tactical approach going in therOj landed^ took some 
time for us to get over to the parking area. And then the parking area 
that they put us into was kind of a little bit uncomfortable, I guess 
you could say. It was a small pad at the end of the terminal. There 
was a A-320 Airbus right on the corner, and we kind of squeezed into 
the side of this pad with nowheres to go and not very much room to go 
if we needed to get out of there. 

And there was probably 100- to 150-plus people dressed in military 
uniform that were not ours. So we all kind of looked at each other 
and went, what is this? The airplane just kind of gets surrounded? 
So I said, okay . I ' m going to put on a bulletproof vest . I'm not going 
to put on a helmet . I'm not going to put on a gun . And I put the Ravens 
in the back door, and I said, we're going to lower the door, and I'll 
walk off, and we'll see what happens. And if something happens, then 

go- 

Q And who greeted you? 

A So I walked into this crowd of folks with uniform, 
obviously, Libyan, and I'm kind of looking around for somebody 
friendly, because no one's really coming at me. And then it was almost 
like the seas parted, and I saw some guys with baseball caps, beards, 
cargo pants, you know, obviously -- I mean, they are either SEALS, SF, 
or State Department or CIA. So friendly looking guys. He kind of 
walks toward me in the middle of the ramp. And I said, who are these 
guys? And he said, this is the local militia; they own the airfield. 
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While this is going on, my pilot, copilot are upstairs. Engines 
are still running, and they see a Dodson pickup truck with a 50-caliber 
strapped onto the back, speeding across the airfield at us. I didn't 
know this was going on, but he showed up after the fact. I've got 
pictures that the guy's sitting right there with the 50-caliber machine 
gun. 

So I talk to the DAO. My first question was we were told -- 

Q What's the DAO? 

A Sorry. The defense attache. 

Q Okay. Do you recall his name? 

A I don't. And we were talking earlier. I thought it was 
an Air Force lieutenant colonel. I'm almost sure, because it was a 
Navy chief that I had talked to on the satellite phone. This was, I 
thought, an Air Force lieutenant colonel. 

I said, I was told that we have to send our folks down to go get 
the bodies. And he goes, no, we're bringing them here. I was like, 
okay. That's good. 

Within about 3 to 5 minutes later, I'd say about 5 minutes later, 
all of a sudden, these five guys with business suits are coming towards 
me. And I said, who is this? He said, that is the Prime Minister of 
Libya. He comes walking up to me . He grabs both of my hands and starts 
apologizing. 

From now, it was a matter of waiting for everybody to show up to 
the airport, the HRs, the walk-on folks. We were told there were going 
to be 33 walk-ons. So it was a -- it was about a 45-minute wait until 
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everybody started showing up. 

Q Do you know where they were coming from? 

A I was told from the hospital in downtown Tripoli. That's 

where they -- I mean^ ambulance is showing up. We're showing up with 
ours and -- 

Q Don't -- 

A Don't use names? 

Q Please. 

A Okay. There were two ambulances that showed up with guys 
that were injured. One guy critically^ and then we were told --he 
told me we were going to have 33 walk-ons and then the four HRs. 

Q How long were you on the ground before you prepared to 
launchj approximately? 

A 2 hours and 24 minutes we were on the ground. 

Q Okay. 

A To get out of there was -- I know at one point, the defense 

attache officer got a phone call, got off the phone and looked at me 
and said, you guys need to go now. What I found out was an opposing 
militia was gathering outside the airfield and the whole thing was being 
watched by a drone. I found that out after the fact. And I think 
somebody tipped him off that there was something going outside the 
compound, and that's why we needed to go. 

Q And did you go? 

A Oh, yeah. We started --in fact, my load master was trying 
to get all the Libyans out of the way and start the engines, and finally. 
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we just had to start the engines j and they removed themselves. They 
didn't want to move. 

Q Let's talk about the drone for a minutOj please. 

A Okay. 

Q What did you subsequently learn about the drone? 

A The biggest thing I found out the next day - - I mean^ I found 
out after we took off. I'll go through this quickly. 

Q Sure. 

A I don't want to take up -- 

Q No, you are good. 

A There were a lot of guys running around taking pictures. 
A lot of guys running around taking pictures. 

Q Locals or U.S. persons? 

A Libyans. 

Q Okay. 

A So I was going to make sure that A1 lazeera was not going 
to get a picture of one of the four HRs on a stretcher with a sheet 
over him on the news the next day. So I came up with a plan to put 
a bunch of Suburbans around the back of the airplane. When the 
ambulances came up, or when the HRs came in a cube truck, we put them 
in there, put Suburbans in front, and I got the entire embassy staff 
to make a wall going up the back of the ramp. And I told them, nobody 
gets pictures. And the -- the militia was running around with their 
cell phones up to their ear going like this trying to take pictures, 
and we would basically just stand in front of them and block them. 


UNCLASSIFIED 



1122 


UNCLASSIFIED 


32 


After we took offj I'm talking to one of the guys on the satellite 
phonej and he goeSj so why did you guys put all the Suburbans -- 

Q Who is "one of the guys"? 

A It waSj I think a full bird colonel that called me. 

Q From -- called you from where? 

A On the sat phones from TACC. 

Q Okay. Thank you. 

A Yeah. Sorry. He called and saidj why did you guys put all 
the Suburbans around? What was going on? And I wentj wait a sec, how 
did you know that? You are back in St. Louis. And he said -- I think 
he referred to it as, you were being watched by everybody and God. And 

I said, so you guys were -- had a UAV feed, and he goes, yeah, and 

everybody was watching it. 

I know for a fact one of my buddies was up at TACC and they had 
it on a big screen TV. They were watching the whole thing. 

Q The predator feed? 

A Right. 

Q Go ahead. 

A So the big thing from that is the next day, the intel -- one 
of the intel folks takes me in -- 

Q Intel folks where? 

A This is back at Ramstein, after we got back. 

Q Sure. 

A The next day she takes me in, and she said, did you know 
that they tried to fire a missile at you? And I said. No. (REDACTED) 
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Q Have what? 

A (REDACTED) 

Q Spell that. 

A (REDACTED) 

Nowj they had a lot of bad missiles at the time^ so who knows what 
that could have been, but they tried to shoot us at the end of the nunway. 
And that's one of the biggest things I found out from the UAV feed the 
next day. 

Q Do you happen to know where those drone pilots -- where the 
actual pilots were physically located? 

A Sure. 

Q Where? 

A (REDACTED) 

Q How do you know that? 

A The way that UAV works is you have folks -- 

Q You are talking about a predator specifically? 

A (REDACTED) 

(REDACTED) 

Q Shoot the what? 

A (REDACTED) 

Q Are you aware that there were actually two Predators used 
that night? 

A Yes. Well, that night, I've heard after the fact. I know 

that one was being used when I was on the ground, and I didn't -- I 
didn't know that until after the fact. 
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Q Do you know the pilots --do you happen to know the pilots 
personally on know who they are? 

A I do not. 

Q Do you know who they are? 

A I do not know who they are. 

Q Do you happen to know -- 

A That's easy enough to find outj though. 

Q How? How can you find out? 

A (REDACTED) 

Q What -- what are the units that flew those missions? 

A (REDACTED) 

Q Perfect. Thank you. So let's talk about TACC for a 

minute, please. Tell me, again, what the TACC is. 

A Tactical air command and control, I think is what it was. 

Q And who do they fall underneath in terms of command? 

A TRANSCOM. 

Q Are they part of the AMC? 

A Yes . 

Q And AMC is underneath TRANSCOM? 

A Yes . 

Q And you indicated that someone at TACC told you they had 
the Predator feed pulled up and watched the whole thing live? 

A Yes . 

Q Who told you that? 

A You know, I talked to probably 10 guys at TACC that day. 
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I couldn't tell you. 

Q Do you know when -- did they indicate to you at what point 
they started watching the Predator feed? Was it the very initial 
Predator feed from the evening before? Do you know? 

A No. They just said that they were watching. Because one 
of the things on this piece of paper^ it says, "close watch" -- well, 
I don't know if close watch, you know, it wouldn't have necessarily 
meant a Predator feed. They just told me they were watching our 
mission, the entire mission. Now, I don't know if that's from the time 
we got on the ground or the time we took off from Ramstein. I don't 
know. 

Q Typically, when you have a Predator doing surveillance or 
in the area, do you have the ability to communicate with them as the 
pilot? 

A No. I did not. (REDACTED) 

Q Do you know if any of those Predators were armed? 

A No, I don't. I can give you -- I can give you observations 

based upon -- that probably wouldn't help. 

Q Do you have an opinion -- 

A (REDACTED) 

Q Have you flown a lot of missions in and out of Sigonella, 

Italy? 

A A ton. 

Q (REDACTED) 

A (REDACTED) 
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Q (REDACTED) 

A (REDACTED) 

Q That would be the last thing you do? 

A Yes . 

Q Going back to the TACC. Do you have an appreciation of any 
wargaming and a planning? I'm assuming they would plan your mission? 
How does that go down? 

A From what I was told, they wargamed our mission for the 

better part of 11 hours before they decided to send us. 

That's -- the -- the words that were given to me were, we what-iffed 
it and wargamed it for 11 hours before you guys finally went. 

Q Who told you this? 

A It may have been [(REDACTED), may have been somebody else. 
I'm not sure. 

Q What does it mean when you say that you wargamed it? 

A I don't -- the sense that I got was they couldn't decide 
where to send us, to Benghazi or Tripoli, and what the situation would 
be like on the ground. They were asking what-if questions and trying 
to decide what to do with us. 

Q Did anyone tell you what what-ifs they were specifically 
considering? 

A Did they tell me? 

Q Yes. 

A Only after the fact. They -- they talked about whether or 
not to send us to Benghazi or Tripoli. He didn't have any knowledge 
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of anything in Croatia. I meanj they were not aware of anything going 
on in Croatia^ as you asked before. But that could have -- most likely^ 
that was USAFE or AFRICOMj depending on who controlled thatj so -- 

Q You indicated previously, or earlier, that you were 
notified between 8 and 9 in the morning from the TACC to get in -- 

A From TACC, yeah. 

Q -- TACC to get back into the office, basically. 

That was 8 or 9 in the morning. Accordingly, if you are saying 
they have been wargaming it for 11 hours, do you have an opinion as 
to when they might have started wargaming this thing? 

A Yeah. They started wargaming it at -- well -- you know 
what, I wrote -- I wrote down what time he said he came into the office. 
It was -- I'm -- I'm thinking it was, like, about 5 or 6:00 at night 
central time. Yeah. I wrote down the number, but honestly, I don't 
have it in front of me. So it was some time the previous evening, 
obviously, he would have coincided with the 11:00, whatever central 
time was when -- when those guys came in for their shift, that's when 
they were handed our mission, and that's when they started wargaming 
it, I guess you could say. I'm thinking it was like 8:00 at night 
central time. I think that's what it was. So you're talking plus 6 
hours -- no, plus 5 hours. 

Q And did you get any other feedback or information about the 
wargaming event? 

A No. They just said. We ' re wargaming it and what-iffing it. 
I don't think, ultimately, TACC had the call. There was -- the three 
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Stans were -- General lohnSj I meanj if you want to talk to anybody 
who was -- has their finger on what goes on on the floor j it was General 
Dohns. He's the three-star that was on the floor. 

Q On the floor of the TACC? 

A Yeah. He's -- he's responsible for the contingency cell 

of the TACC. He's the guy who sent me an email the next day and saidj 
good jobj blahj blahj blahj blahj blah. But he was the guy in charge 
of the planning cell. 

Q Talk to me -- talk to me more about the email that he sent 

you . 

A He just said, I'm very proud of you. You guys did an 
excellent job. Thank you for, you know, performing in the manner that 
you did. I want to congratulate you. 

Q Subsequent to that, did you have any communications of any 
kind or ever see General lohns again? 

A I think I sent a follow-up quick email to him saying thank 

you. And he may have sent a quick response back. But there was 
no -- no discussion or anything like that. I just said, thank you. 
You know, my team did a great job. I appreciate the thanks. 

Q In addition to General lohns, is there anybody specifically 
at TRANSCOM or any other subordinate commands there at Scott Air Force 
Base that you think we should speak with or might have additional 
information that would benefit this committee? 

A Yeah. I don't know if this would -- you know, this would 
help or not, but I know there was a C-130 that took off an hour before 
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we did. They were cut by AFRICOM. They were going to Tripoli also. 
The information that I got from TACC said, put everybody on your 
airplane that you can, everybody else will go on the C-130. That C-130 
that took off an hour before we did, we actually passed them in the 
descent going into Tripoli. That was in AFRICOM-1. I don't think 
they're controlled by TACC. I think they are cut by somebody else. 

There's different cells in TACC, SAAM, contingencies, so not 
everybody works together. 

So they didn't end up taking anybody. I told them I load masters. 
Everybody gets on this airplane, goes back to Ramstein, regardless of 
whether or not you have to strap them to the floor. 

Q That plane landed in Tripoli with you? 

A They landed about 15 minutes behind us. We passed them up. 

Q Where did they depart from? 

A From Ramstein. 

Q All right. So earlier you said y'all were the only crew 

available to fly this mission, yet, this C-130 flew a mission? 

A Right. We were cut to -- we were cut to TACC. That --that 
other C-130, I don't know if they were sitting Bravo. I don't know 
if they had just shown up to fly another mission. I don't know what 
they had done. The TACC folks didn't have anything to do with that 
C-130. 

Q Okay. 

A So the reason why I bring that up, is you may need to talk 
to AFRICOM to go, hey, what's the deal with the C-130 and did they have 
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anybody attached to itj so -- 

Q Did you even talk to that pilot as you are flying togethenj 
descending^ et cetera? 

A No. 

Q Do you know the tail number of that aircraft? 

A No. It was assigned to Ramstein. It was a I model C-130. 

Q What is a 3 -- is that a slick? 

A It was, but it's the one with the updated electronic suite, 

has the funky propellers. 

Q Could that aircraft be refueled in the air? 

A I don't know. 

Q Do you know if that aircraft took on gas in Tripoli, fuel? 

A I don't know. 

Q Do you know when that aircraft departed in relation to you? 

A No, because they stayed on the ground after we took off, 

and as we were departing Tripoli, two C-130S were in the descent filled 
with Marines coming in. And we met them, probably about going to 10,000 
feet, there were two C-130S coming in as we were departing. And those 
guys were from Sigonella. They were the FAST team from Sigonella. 

Q How do you know that? 

A Because we talked to the pilots. We said. Hey, we're 
getting out there. Kind of gave them a heads-up as to what was going 
on in the ground. They said, yeah, we're coming out of Sigonella. 

Q I'm out of time here for the first hour. One quick 
question. In terms of that C-130 that descended with you, have you 


UNCLASSIFIED 



1131 


UNCLASSIFIED 


41 


since learned anything about that aircraft? 

A No. 

Mr. Tolar. That's it. It's been 1 hour. Let's take a quick 
break, and we'll start again. 

[Recess . ] 
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[12:18 p.m.] 

EXAMINATION 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q So we'll go back on the record. The time is 12:19. 

A Okay. 

Q Mr. (REDACTED)j again^ thank you. On behalf of the Select 
Committee minority staff, our members want to thank you for appearing 
here today. 

I'd like, before we begin our round, we had noticed, and there 
was a brief discussion about this in the last hour, that you have with 
your -- I believe you referred to a document you have here. And at 
various points in time, I believe you referred to that document to help 
refresh your recollection about specifics, whether they were flight 
times -- 

A Times, yes. 

Q I'd like to ask, sir, if, first, whether you can describe 
more that document, where it is, you know, how you obtained it, what 
information it contains. And then if you wouldn't mind, if we could 
mark that as an exhibit and have that as part of this record today. 

A That's fine. 

Q And we can -- I don't know if this is your only copy -- 

A No, no, no, no, no. We could make copies of it. That's 

fine . 

Q Okay. 

A Doesn't matter. Describe -- it's got everything from 
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mission call sign^ mission number, takeoff and landing times, various 
points and times in the planning stages. It talks about times when 
diplomatic clearance was obtained. It talks about that they got a 
quiet hour approval. Various things that happened during the mission. 
It basically just gives a timeline. 

Q So if we were to describe this for purposes of the record, 
what would be the correct, proper way to refer to this document? 

A I would say a mission summary. 

[(REDACTED) Exhibit No. 1 
Was marked for identification.] 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q This is a mission summary. Okay. So we ' 11 mark as exhibit 
1. This is the mission summary provided by (REDACTED) to the 
committee. And the information in here, is this a compilation of 
material you pulled from various sources, or is this one readout -- 

A It's one -- one download that comes out. 

Q Okay. And is there a particular system from which this 
information comes? Is there a name for that system? 

A I 'm trying to think of -- I think it was GDSS . I don't know 
what that stands for. And if you have TRANSCOM guys coming, I would 
ask them. 

Q Okay. 

A Because I think they run the system. 

Q No. I think that ' s helpful . If you wouldn 't mind, I think 
it would be helpful for us, just because the document is fairly 
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technicalj if you younself j given your experience, if maybe we could 
just walk through this and you could explain for us what each line item 
is . 

A Okay. 

Q And while we're doing that, I know you'd indicated that 
there's a couple different categories of information here. If you 
could discuss with us at various points in time whether you 
were directly participated in discussions or decision points that are 
reflected in this document. So I can remind you as we go through. 

A Okay. Yep, yep, yep. 

Q I'm just -- what we'd like to do is just separate knowledge 
that you have now after reviewing this document versus knowledge that 
maybe you had the day after the attacks on September 12, 2012, if -- 

A Okay. 

Q -- that's makes sense. 

A Yeah. Okay. 

Q Well, first let me ask, would this have been a document you 
reviewed prior to undertaking your mission that day? 

A No. We actually get a mission cut, a single piece of paper 
that gives scheduled takeoff and landing times, as well as a weather 
package and a NOTAM package, N-O-T-A-M, and airfield summaries. We 
basically called it death by trees or something like that because it 
was a -- you know, basically everything we needed to fly to an airfield. 

Q And what is the NOTAM package? 

A Hazards, runway hazards, airfield hazards. 
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Q Both fon the origin as well as the destination? 

A Right. 

Q Okay. 

A Right. 

Q And would these documents -- collectively would these be 
pant of youn flight briefing for a particular mission? 

A Yes. They would basically hand that to me . I would review 
everything in it and determine^ first of allj if I was legal to go to 
the destination weather-wise j airfield-wise. For instance j the one 
thing I picked out was there was obstructions at the end of the runway 
and I was going to need clearance to take off with NVGs coming out of 
there if it was at night. So that's the kind of stuff I'm looking for 
to catch to make sure that I'm legal to fly to a place. 

Q And please correct me if I misheard, but I thought you had 
referred to this document which is now we've marked as exhibit 1 as 
the mission cut. 

A No, no, no. This is -- that's the mission history. 

Q Okay. 

A Yeah. 

Q So, and again, just before we get into the specifics of the 
document, who would have prepared this? This would have been something 
that would have been entered into the GODS system? 

A Okay. So basically what happens is TACC is over here. I 
have access to this. All this stuff would be handed to me. 

They're -- TACC is the one that is entering all this information into 
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GDSS. So if they talk to me and they go: Here ' s your Libyan diplomatic 
clearancOj they would call me on the phone^ and they would be the ones 
typing in this information. TACC is the keeper of this document j and 
it's basically a summary of what's going on during the mission. 

Q Okay. So this is a flight history^ or a mission history? 

A It's more a history^ yes. 

Q And is it a document that's prepared after the factj so the 
document's prepared contemporaneous to events? 

A As it goes on. Because as you can see, you know, Libyan 
diplomatic clearance, and it gives a time as to what they got when they 
got that. So there's times, and then it has a name of who entered that 
information . 

Q Okay. But as far as your access to this information, this 
is something that you accessed after the events. Is that correct? 

A Right. Because -- 

Q Okay. 

A -- they don't have a way to send that to me, the updated 

version as I'm on the airplane. 

Q Okay. 

A So this is something I got afterward. 

Q So everything here you may not have been aware of 

contemporaneously on the night of or the following day, September 12. 
Is that correct? 

A As far as the entries go, yes. All the information, you 
know, was given to me in real time. Again, this is the history, but 
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I was dealing with all this stuff in real timej and then they would 
enter this information as a history of what happened. 

Q Okay. Great. And -- 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Is that an unclassified document? 

Mr. (REDACTED) . It's not classified. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q That's helpful for us because we -- if we decide we want 
to make copies for -- share with our counterparts, this -- 

A And this basically -- you know, the big things that you look 
for is, you know, here's your -- 

Q Let's go ahead actually walk through this. And I 
understand there's a practical -- bit of a practical limitation here 
because we're all sharing from one set. So if the majority has any 
questions, feel free to please come over here as well. 

So could you just walk us through. The first line here it's an 

RCUT. 

A Recut. So the mission was recut. 

Q Okay. What does that mean? 

A Apparently, there was another mission that they had -- or 
another reason they were going to send us. So that's probably, you 
know, originally they were going to send us to Benghazi. Now we're 
recutting the mission to make it a aeromedical mission. So it says, 
"Recut. Mission built to rescue. 6 urgent patients, 3 human remains, 
and 23 American citizens." So this is the current information that 
they had at the time when they recut the mission. 
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Q Okay. And HLLM is the -- ICAOj is that Tripoli? 

A Yes. That's Tripoli. 

Q And ETAR would be Ramstein? 

A Ramstein j yeah. 

Q Okay. 

A And then -- so at the time -- 

Q So at this pointj then, is there a time stamp for that entry? 

A There was not a time stamp for that entry. But if you go 

like to here, (REDACTED) those were all the DDOs, basically the duty 
officers. These were the guys that I was talking to, [(REDACTED) They 
were the ones that were entering this information. 

Q Okay. 

A They are the guys at TACC. 

Q Where are they physically located? 

A They're at TACC in St. Louis. 

Q Okay. And when we see AE here, that refers to aeromedical 
evacuation. Is that correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Would Blankenship, would that be -- 

A That would be another name, yes. 

Q Okay. The call sign for the aircraft once it's purposed 
for an AE mission? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. 

A And then like 22:56, that's the Zulu day, and then the time 
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is 07:54. 

Q Can you use this? I just don't want you to -- 

A Okay. 

Q -- mark there. 

We will actually note for the record that exhibit 1 does have a 
few markings . I ' 11 just ask youj you 'd underlined a few times here -- 

A Okay. 

Q Is that correct? 

A Yeah. 

Q That these are your -- 

A Right. 

Q -- markings on this document. Okay. 

A So when people were asking me questions and I wanted to refer 
quickly to it, I didn't panic and -- 

Q Okay. So when we see RCUT, that's a mission recut. 

A Recut. 

Q So that would imply that there was a mission that existed 
prior to this mission? 

A Yes . 

Q Is that correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And if we look here, it says it's a rescue, 6 urgent 
patients, 3 human remains, 23 American citizens from Tripoli. 

Based on that information, do you have a sense of the time that 
this mission was set? In other words, you'd indicated in the last round 
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that you ultimately ended up removing four remains. 

A Right. 

Q Four sets of remains. Here there's an indication of three 
human remains. 

A Right. And that was the confusion, you know, that 
everybody had not knowing what was actually happening on the ground. 

Q Okay. Does that help -- 

A At the time that it was recut, if there's no time stamp 

there, then -- then -- and then I don't -- I don't know what time they 
did that at. 

Q Okay. And when we see these numbers here on the second 
line, 2256/0754 -- 

A That's the Zulu day, and then that's the Zulu time. So 
07:54Z. 


Q Zulu. Okay. And so would that be the point at which this 
entry's entered into the system? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. So that would also be contemporaneous with when this 
mission was recut? 

A Right. 

Q Okay. So this is 0754. And your understanding is that 

refers -- 


A Right. 

Q -- to Zulu time? 

A Yes . 
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Q Okay. 

A So that's probably the time that the mission was determined 
to be an aeromedical with 0754 on the 256 -- or on the 256 day. 

Q So just to referj still continuing on this line, so again 
here, you identified HLLM as the airport sign for Tripoli. Is that 
Tripoli International or -- 

A Four letter identifier for Tripoli International. 

Q Tripoli International Airport. Okay. TIP. 

So at this point in time, then 07:54Z, the mission was a medical 
evacuation -- aeromedical evacuation from Tripoli, not Benghazi. Is 
that correct? 

A Right. 

Q I recall in the last hour you indicated that there was some 
confusion perhaps around this point, or early in the morning about 
whether the mission would be Tripoli or Benghazi. Does this help 
refresh your recollection about where your destination was? 

A No. Because the time we were alerted, we're not told that: 
Hey, we were thinking about sending you to Benghazi. We're going to 
send you to Tripoli. So that information was something that I learned 
after the fact was that there was some confusion and war gaming and 
what if 'ing. That's all information I found out after the fact. That 
has nothing to do with that on there. 

Q Okay. 

A I'm given a mission. I'm given -- I'm told to go do this, 
make it happen, make it succeed. That's all I know. The extraneous 
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Stuff I don't know. 

Q Okay. The next line hene^ "total pt load." 

A Patient load. 

Q 2-1+3? 

A What time was that at? Was that after we were already 
in -- okayj so that was 2212. So that was after we got back. So there 
was two ambulatory. You knowj some of the guys came on -- when they 
got on the airplane they were^ you know, had cuts and bumps and all 
that kind of stuff. So this is aeromedical speak. All I know is two 
guys came out in ambulances. They were the critical guys. And beyond 
that, you know, I don't know in what way anybody else was injured. 

Q Okay. So -- 

A That's -- 

Q Walking wounded -- 

A There ' s walking wounded, you know, it ' s critical . All that 
kind of stuff. That's -- 

Q Okay. 

A -- aeromedical speak to me. 

Q Okay. So I think that's helpful. So in terms of your 
understanding of the medical component, then, of the mission, whether 
it ' s administering aid to patients, whether they ' re walking or littoral 
patients, that's not something you were focused on at the time. Is 
that correct? 

A No. 

Q Okay. And moving down the line here, this is departure 
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timej aincnaft's ACARS system. So this is information that was pulled 
from the aircraft. Is that correct? 

A Yeah. The aircraft ACARS system. So it gives you 
a -- let's see. I'm a C-17. I think it was once the aircraft started 
physically movingj different aircrafts basically do block in and block 
out time. Butj yeahj this was taken via satellite feed from our ACAR 
system on the airplane. 

Q Okay. And two lines down, can you read this line for us? 

A Libyan -- I think it's Libyan diplomatic approval. 

Q Okay. And what's the time stamp there? 

A 939. 

Q And that would be 09:39 Zulu? 

A Zulu, yeah. 

Q Okay. And to the best of your understanding, Zulu at that 
time, in relation to Eastern European time, the best guess you have 
is that that's a plus one as you sit here today? 

A I think -- when does the time normally change? I mean, when 
do we fall back. That's in October. Right? 

Q So I can help you out a little bit here. So in looking back, 
our understanding is that at this particular point in the calendar year, 
the difference between Zulu and Eastern European time is plus 2. 

A Plus 1. 

Q Plus 2. 

A Oh, plus 2? Maybe. It's been a while. 

Q That's our understanding. We're not informing. 
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A During the summer? Yeah. Okay. I'll take your -- 
Q So, again, we had a discussion in the last hour about Libyan 
diplomatic -- 


A Because it is plus 2, plus 1. I think you're right. Yeah. 

Q Okay. So Libyan diplomatic approval here you're saying, 

or if I understand it correctly, 09:39Z, Zulu, which would be 11:39Z. 
A Right. Plus 2. 

Q Or sorry. 11:39 local time, Ramstein Air Base. Is that 
correct? 


A Yep. 

Q And what time do you recall departing the air base? 

A What time did I take off? 

Q Correct. 

A Does it have our -- let's see. Positive launch. 
Departure time for aircraft's ACARS system, 12:16Z. 

Q Okay. So approximately 2:16 local time Ramstein. And 

according to this, Libyan diplomatic approval was at 11:30 local time 
that morning? 

A It was after we had taken off. 

Q Okay. Maybe you can help us understand that. Because 

11:30, at least according to this document, would be before your 
departure time. 

A This is the time that they got the approval. It wasn't the 
time necessarily that they gave it to me. This is when the approval 
came through. 
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Q Okay. I see? 

A I found out -- because j nemembenj you're dealing 

with -- yeah. I'm dealing with satellite phones. I'm dealing with 
getting the information after the fact. 

Q I see. 

A So that's the time that they got it. I did not get it until 

after we took off. 

Q So are you saying the information herOj to the best of your 
understandingj that's a correct time for when USG received diplomatic 
approval to enter Libyan airspace is 09:39Z? 

A That's what I would understand from that. Whether or not 
that's what it was, I'm not sure. 

Q But at some later point in time -- you didn't receive that 
information contemporaneously, you received that at some later point 
in time? 

A I got notified that we got the diplomatic clearance 30 
minutes out from the border. 

Q Okay. 

A I mean, it was pretty close to when I was getting ready to 

go in that we got the actual approval to go in. 

Q Okay. And in the last round, you referred to that as 

the -- first of all, I believe it described the decision to depart is 

a decision that was placed in your hands? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And who exactly put that authority in your hands? 
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A TACC did. They basically said: We do not have the 
diplomatic clearance. That's youn decision to go. 

Q Okay. But a C-130 had also departed, to the best of your 
recollection, an hour earlier bound for Libya. 

A Yes . 

Q Is that correct? 

A Now, this may be one way to -- because the way 

diplomatic -- I don't know if you're familiar with the way diplomatic 
clearances work, but -- 

Q No, please. 

A Basically, if you're trying the last minute to get a 
diplomatic clearance to go into, say, Turkey, Turkey will go: Yeah. 
Right. We'll have it for you in 4 days. Okay? Some of the countries 
in Europe we have a standing diplomatic of clearance with like to 
overfly Germany, for instance. Sometimes there's flights that are 
going into a country that has a diplomatic clearance. This flight 
really needs a diplomatic clearance. So we'll change call signs. 
Steal this diplomatic clearance for this airplane to be able to go in. 
So it's kind of like this whole -- they may have had a pre-existing 
one from someone else that they pulled from somewhere for this airplane 
to be able to go in. It's like a big -- that's why they don't have 
us deal with that. 

Q Sure. So who would deal with that? 

A And the guys -- I'll just say, the guys that do the 
diplomatic clearances, they're not sitting next to the guy planning 
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the mission. That's a completely -- I don't know if they're in a 
different building. I don't know if they're -- they're part of TACCj 
but who knows how long before this guy has time to go: Hey^ do you 
have the diplomatic clearances yet. So it's not like they're all 
sitting together to go: Here's your piece of paper. 

Q But -- okay. And I think that's -- that is helpful 
background for us. As we sit here and review this document j though j 
it appears that diplomatic security was granted prior to your -- 

A Right. 

Q -- flight's departure. 

Okay. But your understanding at the time was it hadn't? 

A Right. 

Q That information just hadn't been received by you yet? 

A Right. 

Q Okay. And I see there's a quiet hour waiver approval here. 

Can you describe for us what that is? 

A So the one of the wonderful joys of flying in and out of 
Germany is every little town around an airport has a quiet hour sensor 
so that they can charge the U.S. military $20,000 every time we're too 
noisy. So basically, after 10 o'clock at night or 9 o'clock at night 
in Germany, you have to get a quiet hour waiver. Now, during Iraq and 
Afghanistan we had a certain number of airplanes that could take off 
that didn't go into the quiet hour pool, because I think you could have 
so many per month. So you'd have like five a night you could go into 
the quiet hour waiver, and then anything after that I think we had to 
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pay additional money on something like that. But basically, to be able 
to come in at that time, we had to have a quiet hour waiver. And that 
was given by the German government, basically. 

Q Okay. Do you have any evidence that that process in any 
way slowed your departure on the 12th? 

A Slowed our departure leaving in the first place or -- 

Q Correct? 

A -- coming back? No. 

Q Okay. 

A No. Because that's -- 

Q It sounds like it's similar to -- 

A That's like 9 hours away. 

Q -- National Airport or something similar. 

Sorry. It's hard for the court reporter if we speak over each 
other. 

A No. Because it's, you know, 9 hours away that they had all 
that time to work the quiet hours. 

Q Okay. 

A Yeah. 

Q Okay. And before we leave this, you have dip clearance. 
I wanted to ask, because you had mentioned that when you made the 
decision to depart, that you believed you were undertaking an illegal 
action. And if -- 

A Not -- I don't think I used the word "illegal." It was 
standard practice of the Air Force to make sure that you had all the 


UNCLASSIFIED 



1149 


UNCLASSIFIED 


59 


things that you needed to do to be able to get to an airfield. As an 
aircraft commander in the Air Force, I had to make sure that I was legal 
to go fly. There was no regulation per the Air Force that said: If 
you don't have a diplomatic clearance, you can't go fly. Okay? Rules 
of the road are that you need to be able to legally fly to that country. 
Were there times that we took off flying out of Afghanistan, and we 
got to Kurdistan and they go: We don't have your diplomatic clearance, 
so we'd have to turn around and go back? It's however the country's 
feeling that day, whoever 's in charge. The whole diplomatic 
clearance, I mean, I want to say it's a shell game, but it's kind of 
like that mythical thing where I've got a number that I need to give 
to the controller to go into his airspace but -- 

Q So -- and we can -- if -- 

A It was not illegal to go. 

Q It was not illegal for you to depart? 

A No. There was no -- nothing specifically saying you cannot 
depart . 

Q Okay. So -- and we can refer back to the court reporter 
if you like, but in my notes, I had notated that you said: We took 
off illegally. But as I understand you, you seem to be indicating that 
you meant that more from the standpoint of did we have everything we 
needed in order to complete the mission at that moment -- 

A Yes . 

Q --of departure. 

A Yes . 
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Q Okay. But sitting here today, you don't believe that your 
action was in any way illegal? 

A No. Nobody's going to -- if you do something illegally, 
they call you up on the phone and they go -- well, for the military 
not so much, but if I do something -- if I violate a rule as an airline 
pilot, they call me up and go: We're going to give you a violation. 
So if -- ultimately, if it would have been something really bad, I would 
have gotten violated for it. Was it a smart thing to do? Well, in 
this situation it was, because we had guys on the ground and we had 
to get there. And -- 

Q But there was no Air Force regulation that says you cannot 
depart unless and until you receive diplomatic clearance for your 
ultimate destination. Is that a fair understanding? 

A I'm going to say I don't remember a regulation specifically 
that the Air Force gave me saying that I couldn't do that. 

Q Okay. I'd like to talk a little bit -- I'll take a step 
back. We may return to this document. I don't want to get too bogged 
down in this. There's a lot of detail. And we may return to it at 
a later point, but I didn't want to miss the opportunity to talk to 
you about your deployment. You said it was a 45-day deployment in 
theater. And at the time you were based at loint Base Lewis McChord? 

A Yes . 

Q Is that correct? 

Okay. And you were, at that time, under the command of TRANSCOM. 
Is that correct? 


UNCLASSIFIED 



1151 


UNCLASSIFIED 


61 


A No. We would be there under the direction of CENTCOM. 

Q I see. 

A I never talked to -- I mean, TACC, I think, is part of 
TRANSCOM. But I never, like, heard anybody answer the phone: 
TRANSCOM. It was Holliker TACC, you know. 

Q Okay. Had you dealt with that particular unit before on 
previous missions, the TACC? 

A TACC? 

Q Correct. 

A They control all airlift worldwide. Yeah, I mean, they -- 

Q When you say "all" -- 

A They control all the airlifts, C-130S, KC-135S, C-5s, 
C-17S, they' re responsible for diplomatic clearances, flight planning, 
weather cell, airfield suitability reports. Everything I need to do 
to go fly to a place, they plan it, hand me the package and say. This 
is your mission. 

Q But for the purposes of your deployment, you were a CENTCOM 
asset. Is that correct? 

A I believe we were cut to CENTCOM, yes. 

Q Okay. But you just happened during this deployment to be 
stationed on your temporary duty in Ramstein which is part of the 
AFRICOM -- I'm sorry, the EUCOM area of operations -- 

A Okay. I see what you're doing. 

Q I'm not doing it. I'm just -- 

A No, no, no, no, no. Yeah. I'm trying to -- I'm going to 
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help you understand this. 

Q Sure. 

A So Ramstein ' s a base. You had USAFE assets assigned to that 
base. Okay. You had AFRICOM assets assigned to that base. Those 
guys were permanent party guys, guys that lived there. It 
was -- Ramstein was the hub for military airlift for Iraq, Afghanistan, 
AFRICOM, USAFE. Everybody came through there. So it was depending 
on what airplane -- whatever that airplane was cut to. There was 
permanent party C-130S. There 'd be a constant stream of assets of C-5 
and C-17S on the ramp. 

Q But your -- the missions for which you were cut were 
primarily strategic or inter-theater. Is that correct? So you'd be 
traversing between different AORs? 

A We were cut to GENICOM because we were contingency orders. 
But it was, you know, like I said, only for high visibility missions. 
So TACC basically knew we were there and they could use us how --if 
they wanted to use us for SAAM missions or for contingency missions 
or whatever they deemed necessary. We were there to support high 
visibility, high priority missions. 

Q And maybe that's -- I'm just trying to better understand 
that statement -- 

A Yeah. 

Q -- and unpack that a little bit. You had given us one 
example in the last hour of a particular mission that you were alerted 
for on the day of September 11. But in terms of your 45-day, maybe 
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you'll start by asking what your operational tempo was throughout that 
period. How many missions were you flying? 

A I mean, honestly, it was hit or miss. We would fly pretty 
hard for 3 or 4 days, and then we'd have a little bit of a break. It 
wasn't like we were flying every day. But there would be busy times, 
and then there would be not so busy times. So there's -- there was 
no consistency to what we were doing over there. 

Q And those missions, were they primarily within the EUCOM 
or AFRICOM area of responsibility? 

A Some were in GENICOM because we were doing missions in at 
least Afghanistan. I guess we were out of -- I think we did at least 
one mission into Baghdad, and we flew multiple missions into 
Afghanistan. Those would all be GENICOM missions. 

Q Were any of those missions crisis response missions? 

A Oh, no. No, no, no. 

Q In your previous military experience as a pilot, have you 
previously flown on crisis response-type missions? 

A It -- honestly, it depends how you term "crisis." I mean, 
we were --we would do evacuations from, you know, earthquakes. You 
know, we did a lot of airlift during the Pakistan flooding. They did 
airlift in Haiti. We would do airlift in, you know, various places 
where you had natural disasters and stuff . So crisis -- if that ' s what 
you're defining like austere situations, I would say yes. 

Q Okay. 

A If it's -- 
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Q How about -- you had previously mentioned a Bravo status 
and Alpha status. Have you previously been in Alpha status? 

A No. That would be for like B-2s, B-52s. 

Q Okay. 

A Stuff like that. 

Q So that's an unusual status for your aircraft to be in? 

A Right. 

Q Okay. 

A Now, I do have a method -- I have a checklist that says this 
is how you set up a C-17 for Alpha status . So there ' s that possibility. 
But we were in Bravo. 

Q Okay. And then moving to the night of the attacks, both 
the night and the day after, I believe you indicated that you were 
in -- you described it as Bravo alert status, which is 1 hour from 
notification response time to report back for your flight briefing? 

A To report in, yes. 

Q Okay. And you'd indicated that the Bravo period could be 

elongated. It could as long at 36 hours. But it also sounded like 
it could be a shorter period of time? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And what --do you recall at that time when your 
Bravo alert status began? 

A Not specifically. But my recollection is we were on alert 

for approximately 20 hours before that. Because I know it was the whole 
previous day. There is a -- as I said previously, there was a detainee 
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out of Guantanamo that they were going to take out of there. There 
was a tropical storm. There was aircraft breakage. 

Q So you were -- 

A It was a long time. 

Q So, to the best of your recollection, were you on Bravo alert 
status on the 10th of September? 

A Yes . 

Q The evening of the 10th? Okay. And then it continued to 
the day of the 11th? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And at some point on the 11th did that terminate, 
and then you go into crew rest? 

A No. Because we -- the morning of the 12th, we were still 
waiting for the guy to come out of Guantanamo. So we were still on 
alert. 

Q Okay. And that carried through until what time? 

A Well, the alert stops -- we got alerted. So Bravo is out 

the window. We're now alerted. So -- 

Q For --I'm sorry, for the Guantanamo Bay mission, you were 

alerted? 

A No, no, no, no. So TACC calls me up, says. We're putting 
you into crew rest for 12 hours. 

Q When is that? 

A What's that? 

Q When -- 
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A I don't know -- so it was the 12 hours prior to us going 
into the Bravo status alert. Crew rest. Once we start BravOj we can 
do Bravo for 36 hours. Okay? Once we're alerted for a mission j that 
Bravo status goes away. We ' re now alerted . They can call us anywheres 
in that 36 hours. So you just sleep as much as possiblCj so when they 
do alert youj you can go. 

Q So when you received the phone call at eight or nine a.m. 
on the morning of the 12th, where were you in that 36-hour sequence? 

A You know, like I said before, we had --we were probably 
20 hours into it. So we had 12 hours of crew rest. We were 20 hours 
into our Bravo eligibility. 

Q Okay. And during the time that you're in Bravo, you'd 
indicated, and it might just be an expression, that you were sitting 
in Bravo status. But if I understand you correctly, at some point you 
went to sleep the night of the 11th. Is that correct? 

A Yeah. I -- sitting is a -- was a -- that's what we called 
it, sitting Bravo. 

Q Okay. 

A Yeah. 

Q But you did -- you -- 

A I slept the night before, yes. 

Q Okay. So you were asleep the night of 11 -- September 11, 
September 12? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. 
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A And so I got -- when I got up in the morning, I got on the 
computer and went. Hey, where's our guy coming out of Guantanamo? And 
the airplane was still at Dover Air Force Base. It had just gotten 
to Dover. That crew went, you know, went into crew rest. And so I 
knew the guy was not going to be out for another 16 hours. So 
that's -- I called TACC that morning, and I said: Hey, can we get 
released? It looks like it's going to be at least another 16 to 20 
hours before he gets here . Can you release us? They said: We'll call 
you back in 30 minutes. They didn't give me any kind of indication 
that something was going on. They said: We'll probably call you in 
30 minutes to release you. And then 30 minutes later they call and 
they said: Turn on CNN. Get in here as quick as you can. So that's 
how that -- we were cut for another mission and they moved us to this 
mission. 

Q Okay. I understand. 3ust bear with me. 

A No, no, no. We're good. 

Q I'm looking at my notes here. 

A It's confusing to me when I used to do this stuff. 

Q Well, and there's a lot of detail. 

A Yeah. 

Q So at that point in time, you received a call. The call 
is to come in, report in? 

Is that the equivalent -- let me ask you this way. At what point 
did you receive an air tasking order to deploy? Did you receive an 
air tasking order? 
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A The ain tasking order, that's the TACC guys. Okay? So 
they receive the air tasking order, they build the mission, they hand 
me the mission package. 

Q Okay. 

A I perform the mission. So -- 

Q So -- and that's helpful to help us understand that 
sequence. So when you report in, when you receive a mission package, 
at that point, the mission package is, for lack of a better word, it's 
finalized. It's definitized. Is that fair? 

A With the current information. 

Q Okay. 

A I mean, obviously as we found out from the, you know, 

diplomatic clearance. So as much information as they have, they give 
that to me. 

Q So your job, you report in, you receive a mission packet. 
You undertake to execute the mission. Correct? 

Court Reporter. He is not answering that. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q Let me re-ask the question. We do need audible responses. 

Your job, as I understand it, the pilot, you get a call, you report 
in, you receive a mission packet, you execute the mission. Is that 
correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. So you don't participate in discussions with the 
TACC or with the component commands about planning for particular 
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missions? Is that also fain? 

A The planning of the mission, no. Unless I see a problem 
with the mission. 

Q Okay. 

A I call TACC and we -- I go. There's a problem with this. 
For instance, taking off at night from Tripoli, I need clearance to 
fly with NVGs. 

Q Right. But --okay. So you would review your mission, and 
if you had some sort of gut check, if you had a problem with it, you'd 
go back to the TACC and raise a question or a concern about the mission? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. But on the night of the attacks or on the morning 
of the 12th when you received the call, by the point you received the 
mission, the mission had been finalized . Is that accurate? There was 
a mission. The mission was to go to Tripoli? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. So did you participate in any discussion leading up 

to that point? 

A No. 

Q Okay. With either the TACC? 

A Yeah. I didn't have any discussion with them at all 
regarding this mission prior to getting alerted for the mission. 

Q Okay. And that ' s because as a pilot, your job is to execute 
the mission, correct? 

A Right. And my job is to be resting so that when they call. 
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I'm able to go perform the mission. So that's why TACC does the 
diplomatic clearances, the weather, the -- gets everything as done as 
much as they can, so when they hand it to me, I'm not spending 3 hours. 

Q Well, it sounds like it can be complicated, right? There 
are a lot of people working -- 

A Ridiculous. 

Q There are lots of people that work in the planning process 
for these missions. Is that -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- generally fair? 

A Yes . 

Q And it can take time to pull all this information and 
assemble it? 

A Yes. 

Q Prior to receiving that call, I asked if you participated 
in discussions about weather, about your particular mission. Did you 
participate in discussions about weather or aircraft for any 
noncombatant evacuation or an aeromedical evacuation in Libya? 

A No. 

Q Did you participate in any discussions about the 

feasibility, applicability of any other U.S. military assets for 
potential missions in Libya? 

A No. 

Q Okay. And then I have just a brief checklist here. On the 
night of the attacks, did you have any direct contact with anyone in 
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the National Military Command Center? 

A No. 

Q To include the morningj September 12? 

A No. 

Q On the morning of September 12, did you have any direct 
contact with anyone in the Joint Staff Director of Operations or 13? 

A No, sir. 

Q Did you have, on September 12, did you have any direct 

contact with anyone in the Joint Staff Director of Logistics, or J4? 

A No, sir. 

Q Okay. Did you have any direct contact with anyone in the 
AFRICOM Joint Operations Center? 

A No, sir. 

Q Did you have any direct contact with anyone in any other 
AFRICOM operation center or subordinate operation center? 

A No, sir. 

Q Okay. Your primary conduit, or point of contact was the 
TACC. Is that correct? 

A Yes, sir. 

Q Okay. One point of clarification. While you're --in 

case the record isn't entirely clear on this. You mentioned that you 
believe you were on some sort of 20-hour Bravo status on -- beginning 
the night of September 10 continuing through September 11. At some 
point on September 11, you go to sleep. Is that correct? 

A Yes . 
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Q Do you recall about what time? 

A No. Honestly not. But 10 o'clock? 

Q Okay. And during the time that you were asleep, were you 
still on the Bravo status? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And that carried forward through until you received 
a phone call? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. So at no point while you were asleep did the Bravo 
status expire or terminate? 

A No. 

Q Okay. 

Ms . Sachsman Grooms . So then in total, you actually were on Bravo 
status for significantly longer than 20 hours, right? 

Mr. (REDACTED) . So just review how this works. TACC calls, and 
I have a cell phone. Okay? I have 2 hours to respond to that cell 
phone call. Once TACC has made positive contact, I go into crew rest 
for 12 hours. TACC cannot contact me. I cannot be disturbed at all 
during that 12 hours. Okay? Now I start Bravo status. I can be in 
that Bravo status and on a 1-hour hook for 36 hours. So for 36 hours 
I am tied to my cell phone and my crew is tied to me during that 36 
hours. They can launch me anywhere in that 36 hours? 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q So you had mentioned earlier that you thought at the time 
it was a 20-hour status. Was that -- 
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A I had been in Bravo for approximately 20 hours already. 

Q Okay. 

A Yes . 

Q So in order for Bravo status to change or shifty does that 

require some affirmative action? Does somebody contact you and say 
you're no longer in Bravo status j or does it just happen? 

A Yes. That's why I called the morning of September 12, 
called TACC, and said. Can you guys let us off for 12 hours so we can 
go get out of our rooms and go, you know, get some food or something 
like that. 

Q So when you placed that call, do you think that was at the 
end of your 36 hour -- 

A No. That was approximately 20 hours in. He goes. I'll 
call you back. If TACC calls me and breaks my crew rest, Bravo's done. 
I can call them and get status updates. Okay? But I was 20 hours into 
my Bravo. So I had another, what, 16 that they could call me. 

Q So your crew was on crew rest? 

A The whole crew was tied to me, yes. We're all in Bravo 
status. One hour we have to be into -- 

Q Yeah. Maybe that's -- we're having a hard time wrapping 
around the Bravo alert versus the crew rest. It sounds like crew rest 
can occur during the Bravo status. 

A No. It's a -- so there's -- Bravo's like the worst form 

of torture you could ever possibly imagine. Because basically, 
anytime in that 36 hours, I have to be rested and ready to go fly. So 
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I have to manage my sleep. I have to manage my eating, and hope that 
I've just taken an 8-houn when they call me as opposed to, I'm ready 
to take an 8-hour nap and now you're calling me, which is usually what 
ends up happening. 

So for 36 hours they can call me at any time. It's the 12 hours 
before that they can't touch me. They can't call me. They can't do 
anything. If they call me during the Bravo for anything other than 
for me to go fly, it's just like crew rest. It's broken. They need 
to reset me and give me another 12 hours. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. And at what time did you get out of your 
12-hour crew rest and start the Bravo? When was that? 

Mr. (REDACTED) . So it would have been -- if I was 20 hours in 
that at that time point, it was -- I mean, I'd have to do the math, 
you know. Go back 20 hours and then for the 12 hours prior to that, 
I was in crew rest. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q And during that 20 hours or 36 hours, does that count against 
your flight duty period? 

A No. That's -- that's why this is so bad because anywheres 
in that 36 hours they can call me, and then I can be sent out for 26 
hours beyond that. 

Q I see. 

A So it's like the worst form of torture. 

Q And on the morning of September 12, you called approximately 
20 hours into your Bravo status? 
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A Yes . 

Q You called in onden to check -- 

A Try to get released. 

Q Okay. Why did you do that? 

A Because we had been on Bravo for 20 hours. And we wanted 

to be free, you know, to, I don't know, go have a beer or something 
like that. So we didn't have to be on that hook to be able to be called. 
All of us, you know, would like to go to sleep without worrying about 
we're going to get called and sent out for 26 hours. So it was just 
to get released, piece of mind, then reset us. 

Q I have a few minutes remaining. I'd like to shift back to 
exhibit 1. 

I noticed here, line 4 in this document, refers to several numbers 
here. Includes this phrase here. Do you know this term? Says, "yes 
ccat." Do you know what that refers to? 

A CCAT was -- that's the -- one of the aeromedical terms. I 
don't know if that's the CCAT machine or -- I think that was -- it's 

one of the medical terms. I don't know if that was how they set it 

up in the back for the critical guys or what. 

Q Okay. 

A I couldn't tell you. 

Q We've seen Critical Care Air Transportation Team, CCAT? 

A There you go. It's the CCAT team. 

Q Okay. And when it says, "yes ccat," that would indicate 
that there was a CCAT team aboard? 


UNCLASSIFIED 



1166 


UNCLASSIFIED 


76 


A Or required. 

Q Okay. 

A I'm not sure if it was -- either one, they showed up. 

Q Okay. And in the last round you walked through for us the 

manifest of personnel who deployed initially three times pilots, two 
times load master, and then there were aeromedical doctors and nurses. 
So were those doctors and nurses, would they form -- 

A CCAT . 

Q They would form that CCAT team? 

A Yes, sir. 

Q And you said it was about 10 to 12 people altogether. The 

CCAT team, do you know whether they are also on a Bravo alert? Are 
they part of your team? 

A I don't think -- honestly, I don't know what the rules are. 
I don't know if they're. 

Q I'm not asking you to speculate, lust do you know -- 

A I do not know. 

Q Okay. So on that night, you weren't -- you didn't have 
knowledge of whether the CCAT team was also on a 1-hour notice? 

A I don't know. 

Q Okay. Okay. And you discussed a little bit in the last 
hour some of the changes that need to be made to a plane in order to 
convert it, configure it for aeromedical evacuation. In order to do 
that, is it your understanding that that requires information about 
the medical condition of the injured? For instance, the number of 
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patientSj the condition of the patients^ thein medical needs while en 
route? 

A They basically came out with a standard package. I believe 
they had basically a big cube that you'd roll on the airplane j and that 
would have all the stuff that they needed. I think they were set up 
to have -- handle any kind of trauma generally as opposed to something 
specific. On the way down^ they were asking us to find out any 
information they could on the status of the patients. And I couldn't 
find out. TACC didn't know. 

Q Okay. Okay. And I think that's helpful. 

A It's basically a mobile hospital. That's what they roll 
on the back of that thing. And so they're set up for anything. 

Q And if they had special needSj for instance, a particular 
blood type or oxygen, do you have any visibility into their procurement 
process for specialty medical items? 

A No, sir. 

Q Okay. And you indicated that it didn't sound like there 
was a lot of information about the medical conditions of patients at 
this time. Is that -- 

A We knew nothing. 

Q Okay. Are you, in any way, as the pilot, are you involved 
in validating medical requirements for evacuated patients? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Are you directly involved in any way in determining 

the correct configuration for that specialty medical equipment that 
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comes onboard? 

A No. 

Q And then are you involved in any way in actually the 
build-out of the configuration of the aircraft? 

A No. 

Q Okay. And those tasks are performed by other personnel. 

Is that accurate? 

A The CCAT team. 

Q Okay. 

A I meanj as far as the medical stuff -- ultimately the 
aircraft commander has final authority on everything that happens on 
that airplane^ everything on the ground. When I landed in Tripolij 
I was the on-station commander. But as the aircraft commanderj I don't 
know how they set up their litters or anything like that. 

Q Right. Okay. And I just may ask a few clarifying 
questions . 

You indicated that while en routej you placed a call to the defense 
attache's office in Embassy Tripoli, or you received a call? 

A I got his cell phone number. 

Q Okay. And you placed a call to the DAT? 

A Yes . 

Q And you reached a master chief? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And it's your understanding that individual worked 
within the defense attache's office? 
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A He identified himself j on TACC told me he was the defense 
attache . 

Q Okay. But I ' m just trying to understand . Earlier you said 
when you landed, you met with somebody who you believed was a U.S. Air 
Force lieutenant colonel, whereas on the phone call, you spoke with 
somebody who was -- you understood to be a master chief. 

A So there was two of them. 

Q Okay. 

A It was kind of like -- the master chief may have met me and 
then the lieutenant colonel came out around the same time, if not at 
the same time. So there was really two defense attache officers. 

Q Okay. And at that point in time, did they relay any 
information to you about the medical condition of the patients, or did 
they relay any information at all? 

A Yes. They said we did not need to send our folks to the 
hospital to go get anyone. They were bringing them here. That there 
was four HRs. That the Ambassador was one of the four HRs. And that 
there would be two ambulatory and approximately 30 -- 33 walk-ons. 

Q Okay. And when you landed, you mentioned that a militia 
soon gathered, quickly converged on the airplane. That sounds like 
a concerning situation. Would you agree? 

A Yes. I didn't know whether to get -- not to get off the 
airplane. I didn't see any friendly folks. 

Q And you'd indicated that you had two security personnel with 
you. Is that correct? Was that -- 
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A I had three Ravens. 

Q You had three Ravens. 

A (REDACTED) 

Q Okay. And given the size of this militia^ I think you said 

there were about 100 people^ the Ravens^ is their job to fend off a 
crowd of that size? 

A Which they wouldn't have been able to do. 

Q And can you just talk just a little bit about airfield 
security. Because it sounds like at this point after you landed^ there 
may have been a concern about airport security in Tripoli. So we just 
want to understandj when you have a situation where a militia controls 
an airplane^ for instancOj what concerns -- security concerns that 
poses to you as a pilot? 

A If there ' s a militia that --if there's -- well, obviously^ 
if you have a militia that's not securing the airfield or friendly to 
us going in there, it's obviously not a good thing. 

Q But not a good thing in what sense? 

A Well, you could have people overrunning an airplane. You 
could have any number of things. I mean, bombs. We didn't know going 
into Tripoli anything about the situation on the ground, whether or 
not it was going to be secure or not secure. When we showed up in the 
parking, there's 100 guys out there in uniform. We didn't know if they 
were friendly or bad guys. 

Q But as it turns out, they were friendly. Is that fair? 

A It turns out that they were friendly, yes. 
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Q Okay. But anytime you fly into a situation of uncertainty 
like thatj I guess you, as a pilot, you'd indicated if you had received 
a mission where you had some sort of concern about that, you would have 
raised that or elevated it. Is that something you think through in 
the briefing stage what sort of security does an airport have before 
I can fly in? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And did you have an understanding of what the 
security situation was at the Benghazi Airport was, for instance, on 
the night of September 11? 

A We had no idea, honestly. We had about --we had very 
little information about anything regarding Tripoli. 

Q But as a pilot, is it important for you to have an 
understanding of the security situation in an airfield where you land? 
It's a general -- 

A Yeah. It is a general desire, yes, to have an idea if the 
airport is secure. During the war, we never really had to -- I was 
never really briefed on the aircraft -- airfield security. There was 
a few classified places where I flew into where I was not told how secure 
the airfield was. That's why I brought the Ravens. That's why I 
called and said, I want to bring Ravens. TACC said. You can have 
anything you want. 

Q I see. I'm not questioning your judgment as the -- 

A Oh, no, no, no. 

Q Please forgive me if that -- 
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A NOj no, no, no. 

Q Because that would be a misimpnession . What I'm trying to 
understand is as a pilot, you do have concerns about security at an 
airfield where you land -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- regardless of where that might be? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And that's all. 

lust real quickly while we just --or maybe a little short on time, 
but I have one or two follow-up questions. 

You'd indicated in the last round your discussing Predators and 
various other unmanned aerial systems. 

A Yes . 

Q Different platforms. You'd indicated -- I just want to 
understand a little bit more about your background. You said you flew 
C-17S. You enumerated the various airplanes that you flew. I just 
wanted to better understand your experience with employing unmanned 
aerial systems. 

A Okay. I didn't know if that was a question. 

Q That is -- 

A My experience in employing? 

Q Yes . 

A I have no experience in employing UAVs. 

Q Okay. Have you ever piloted a drone? 

A No, sir. 
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Q Okay. So your experience is based more on your 
observations as a pilot of other airframes when you see unmanned aero 
systems -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- on the airfield? 

Okay. And I believe with that we may have a few follow-ups 
questions in the last round j but I believe we're out of time. 

A Okay. 

Q So we'll go off the record. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Tolar. It is -- I've got 1:34. Let's go back on the record, 
please . 

BY MR. TOLAR: 

Q I'm going to rehash a few things we talked about the last 
couple of hours, just to get some clarity for all our sake, and then 
finish up with some other issues . But hopefully, we can wrap this thing 
up here for the next hour from our perspective. Let me do this. When 
you rolled off of Bravo status, typically, did another crew roll on 
to Bravo status? 

A For the mission we were cut for, for the -- the 
high-visibility, high-priority missions, there was no one else to back 
us up . 

Q So, for any and all high-priority, high-visibility missions 
that were run out of Ramstein Air Force Base, there was only one crew 
that could work those or fly those, to the best of your knowledge? 
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A Yes . We were the only crew over there to do that particular 
job. Now, for the contingency side, the Afghanistan stuff that was 
going on, you had a crew set up for a particular mission, and you had 
crews in Bravo. So something happened in that primary crew, you would 
have a secondary one, so -- but that was for a completely different 
mission. For the high visibility, high priority, we were the only 
crew. 

Q For the mission that you had, were you then part of the N 
system select program? Do you know what that is, N -- 

A No. 

Q Do you know what that is? 

A No. 

Q Okay. I want to talk a little bit more about drones just 
to make sure I understand . Were you aware -- and I can 't recall exactly 
what you answered, but were you aware on the night of the attack that 
there were drones in Benghazi providing ISR feed? 

A At the time that it was going on? 

Q Correct. 

A No, sir. 

Q You learned subsequently? 

A Yes, sir. 

Q And then do you have any firsthand knowledge as to whether 
or not those drones that night were armed? 

A No, sir. 

Q Do you know if they had the ability to be armed 
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as -- once -- based on thein - (REDACTED) Do you know firsthand? 

A At -- the question is an MQ-1 and MQ-9 have the ability to 

be armed. I don't know if they were armed. 

Q Okay. 

A If you said do you have the ability to -- 

Q That was a poor question. I apologize. 

A Okay. So -- 

Q You are right. So -- 

A I have no knowledge that they were armed. 

Q Okay. How about on the morning j any ISR assets that were 

in -- generally, in the area, do you know if they were armed? 

A No. 

Q You don't know or -- 

A I didn't even know that there was ISR assets flying overhead 
until after we were departing Tripoli. 

Q All right. I want to show you, again, exhibit No. 1. Would 

you take a look at that. And I just want to clear up my notes here, 

some times. You indicated previously that you departed Ramstein at 
12:16 Zulu? Was that correct? 

A This is just a blank piece of paper. Right? Took off from 
Ramstein 12:14 Zulu. 

Q 12:14? 

A Do you want me to go over all the times? 

Q No. Did you say 12:16 or 14? 

A 12:14 Zulu. 
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Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

were you 
A 

Q 


Okay. And what time did you land in Tripoli? 

14:63 ZulUj which was 2 hours and 39 minutes later. 

What time did you depart Tripoli? 

17:17 Zulu. 

What time did you land at Ramstein? 

20:19 Zulu. 

Prior to --or after you departed Ramstein en route to ZulUj 
rerouted for any reason? 

On the way down? 

Correct. 


A No. 


Q Are you aware of any other medical evacuation aircraft that 
was launched and recovered for any reason that would have been going 
into Libya? 

A lust the C-130 that departed Ramstein. 

Q Any other one? 

A NOj sir. 

Q Okay. 

A Once againj according to TACCj we're the only aircraft with 

a crew available. Andj ohj by the way^ we had an air medical team there 
at the same time. 

Q Understood. Obviously^ you are aware that the FAST 
teams -- FAST teams were located in Rota^ Spain? 

A There was a FAST team in Sigonellaj too. 

Q Did you have any knowledge of their deployment prior to all 
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this? I mearij prion to -- when did you first learn about the FAST 
team's presence there and their deployment to Benghazi -- to Tripoli? 

A I meaOj it was pretty common knowledge that the FAST team 
had been in Rota and Sigonella for 2 years. 

Q Okay. And what is your understanding that the commanders 
and extremist forces, the CIFs, did you understand what they were or 
who they were at the time? 

A No, sir. 

Q Do you know what they are today? 

A The -- 

Q Commanders and extremist forces, also known as the CIFs? 

A No, I have no idea what that is. 

Q If I told you they were special operations -- I withdraw 

it. 

A Special operations guys, we never -- they would show up to 
the airplane. We'd take them where they wanted, and we'd drop them 
off where they go, and they would not give us a designation. 

Q Last time we were talking, you had departed Ramstein, you 
had passed the FAST team coming in, and you were headed -- you departed 
Tripoli. You passed the FAST team on descend; you headed back to 
Ramstein? Is that correct? 

A No. The FAST team was coming into Tripoli as we were 
departing with everyone. 

Q Right. You went back to Ramstein, you landed. What 
happens now? Talk to me about that, kind of what went down. 
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A Absolute chaos. 

Q What do you mean? 

A We were met by a sea of ambulanceSj fire trucks, people. 
Once again, I thought it was the militia hanging out at Ramstein Air 
Base, because there were so many people out there. There was a -- right 
outside the window, after I got in the chocks, there was a one-star 
and four-star general. 

Q Do you know who they were? 

A The one-star was a base commander at the time, the 
three-star was Breedlove, General Breedlove. 

Q How do you know it was Breedlove? 

A I had seen him before, and he was actually friends with 

another general that I knew. General Breedlove was the USAFE 
commander, and they would have rah rah videos with him in it, you know, 
playing at Ramstein Air Base. 

Q All right. 

A There was a whole flood of people outside the airplane when 
we got in there. I told my load master, who generally goes outside 
the airplane while we're shutting down the engines, in case any fire 
starts or anything like that. I told him. Do not let anyone on this 
airplane, because I know they're going to try and rush it, and it's 
going to be complete chaos. 

So I turned all four engines off, and I ran downstairs, because 
I knew my load master was not going to be able to stop the sea of people. 

I told one maintenance person, I said, one maintenance person can 


UNCLASSIFIED 



1179 


UNCLASSIFIED 


89 


come on the airplane, and the only other people that I want on this 
airplane are the medical folks. Everyone else, stay off my airplane. 
I got kind of a strange look from the one star and the three star telling 
them that they couldn't come on my airplane, but I had two critical 
patients. One guy, we didn't know if he was even going to make it back, 
so I wanted to get him to the hospital. The medical folks came on. 
I let two folks come on that were dealing with the human remains, kept 
everyone else off. 

The medical team started, you know, obviously, getting the 
critical care guys off and all that kind of stuff. The base commander 
and General Breedlove -- one of the base commanders kept telling me 
that they needed to take the 33 walk-on folks off the airplane because 
right next to them was standing four or five guys in business suits, 
and he turned out to be the U.S. Ambassador to Germany. Yes, U.S. 
Ambassador to Germany. 

Q Do you recall who it is? 

A I don't know his name. 

Q Was it Ambassador Murphy? 

A I honestly don't know. 

Q That's okay. Go ahead, please. 

A The base commander was absolutely adamant that the 
Ambassador needed to speak to the walk-on folks. I said, well, that's 
fine. When I get all the medicals -- you know, all the people that 
are injured off the airplane, you can come on the airplane and talk 
to them. 
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At that pointj the base commanden was very insistent that they 
needed to come with him^ away from the airplane, to talk to the 
Ambassador. The Ambassador wanted to remove them from the airplane 
immediately. 

I said he was -- he could not do that. I said -- one of the things 
that happened while we were in Tripoli, is the contractors were very 
adamant about they were going to be the guys to load the four HRs. 
Nobody else was going to touch them. They took the four bodies off 
and loaded them on the airplane. 

I told the one star, I said, I guarantee those guys are going to 
want to be here when we -- when they take them off. 

We were not able to do a ceremony to receive them on the airplane, 
and I was going to have a ceremony done when we got to Ramstein, no 
ifs, ands, or buts. They were not going to just remove them. We just 
didn't have the time to do it in Tripoli. That's -- so it became a 
little bit of a fight between the base commander and I, who -- I would 
say he probably asked three for four times, said, I need to take the 
folks with the Ambassador, and we need to leave. And I said, no, I 
need them to stay here right now, because we're going to do a ceremony 
for these guys. So it became a little bit of a fight. 

Finally, we brokered a deal where he was going to take them with 
the Ambassador. They were going to talk to them, but he assured me 
that he would allow at least the six guys that loaded the bodies, he 
assured me that he would take them back out to the airplane. It ended 
up that all 33 folks came back out for the ceremony when we removed 


UNCLASSIFIED 



1181 


UNCLASSIFIED 


91 


the body. SOj I think everybody was pretty adamant about wanting to 
be there. 


Q Approximately how long were they with the Ambassador? 

A An hour. 

Q Do you have any firsthand knowledge of what was discussed? 

A No. 


Q Do you have any secondhand knowledge of what was discussed? 
A No. 


Q All right. Continue on. 

So they were with the Ambassadorj you are doing your airplane 


stuff -- 


A We were addressing the four HRs. You knowj we quickly put 
flags on when we were leaving Tripoli j but it was -- you know, 
when -- when the DAO told us we need to go, we were not able to, you 
know, neatly dress the coffins and everything. So we got all that done. 
We got all the ambulatory folks off the airplane, everybody that needed 
medical assistance, they all went, and now it was the 33 people that 
walked onto the airplane, came back out. There was a color guard that 
came out, and so we did the ceremony taking them off the airplane at 
Ramstein . 


Q I'm sorry. Please continue. So you get the bodies off. 

A We get the bodies off, and I went and debriefed our 

intelligence folks as to what happened. 

Q And is, typically, that's the first thing you do when you 
finish a mission, debrief the intel people? 
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A NOj that's not typical. 

Q Okay. 

A It was just a lot of stuff that happened that day. 

Q Okay. Briefly talk about the gist of that conversation. 

A Basically ran through everything that had gone on. A lot 
of things that we learned. Because j basically^ when I'm debriefing 
the intel folkSj you know, nobody else had been into Tripoli. We had 
some CIA reports, so I give them information in case somebody else is 
going in, and that's how they kind of build up their report. 

I'll -- I'll correct myself. Normally, when we get back from a 
mission down range, Afghanistan, Iraq, that kind of stuff, we would 
hand in our tactics bag, and we would give them a brief summary if we 
got shot at, what would happen, and stuff like that. But this 
was -- this was more of a complete rundown of what had happened the 
whole time. 

Q All right. So you debriefed with intel. Any idea what 
time it is? Is it midnight yet? 

A Probably close to midnight. 

Q Okay. What next? 

A I went to bed. 

Q So you get back to the hotel? 

A Yes. Yes, I went back to the hotel. 

Q And do you recall what time you got back to the hotel? 

A No, sir. 

Q That takes us to the morning of the 13th? 
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A YeSj sin. 

Q Talk to me about that day. 

A I got up in the monningj had bneakfastj walked oven to the 
tactics shopj which is whene we had gone the day befone when we had 
left. I checked my email, and I saw the email fnom Genenal lohns 
congnatulating us on a good job. I had anothen email fnom somebody 
at TACC asking me questions about what had gone on, a descniption, 
vanious questions about the mission. 

Aften I checked my email, I went back into the tactic shop, and 
that's when the intelligence officen sat me down and told me 
that -- that they had tnied to take a missile shot at the end of the 
nunway when we wene depanting. 

Q lust continue on, please. 

A Oh, sonny. 

Q That's all night. 

A I got done talking to hen, and then I went back to my hotel 
noom. Oven the next few days, I neceived a few emails on calls asking 
about vanious details of the mission. I don't necall who, with whom 
I had those, on anything like that. That's basically it. 

Q So some time in the monning of the 13th, you'ne back at the 
hotel. Basically, you'ne off duty, pen se? 

A Yes . 

Q And did somebody physically say, you've got 48 houns, 96 
houns, 72? What was youn guidance, on what wene you dinected to do? 

A No. Because basically, when they have a mission in mind 
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for uSj that's when they call me. I've got 2 hours to respond, then 
I have 12 hours of crew rest, and then I go back into Bravo status. 

Q Okay. 

A So until they call me, I am not on the hook for anything. 
It ended up that they called us, set us up for another mission, and 
the next day, that's when we went to (REDACTED) 

Q And that mission would have been on the 14th? 

A Yes. (REDACTED) 

Q Do you know what their mission is? 

A (REDACTED) 

Q Check. Were these guys pilots or maintainers? 

A (REDACTED) 

Q At your hotel, were any of the 33 folks staying there also? 

A Yes . 

Q I think you mentioned earlier you spent some time with them 
subsequently? 

A Yes . 

Q Anything about your conversations with them that you think 
would be important for us to know or would lend guidance to our 
understanding? 

A A couple of things that they told me that -- 

Q And, I apologize. As you do this, please, try to 

specifically tell me who you were speaking to or who may have told you 
this . 

A I couldn't give you specific names, honestly. 
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One person was telling me that they actually got notification from 
(REDACTED) So they knew that it was -- I believe it was Ansar A1 
Sharia. While the whole battle was going on, they knew who it was. 
They related to me the story about them getting into the Bombardia-700 
with some of the injured guys. I know they told me the story about 
one of the guys losing -- they didn't really come out and say he lost 
Ambassador Stevens, but it was kind of like that's the guy over there 
who was the last guy to see Ambassador Stevens. And there was various 
other stories, but they kind of detailed -- I remember the last day 
before they went home, there was a bunch of us eating German food, and 
one of the guys -- a couple of the guys told me that they were told 
at one point to stand down, that they were told not to go. Nothing 
specific beyond that. 

Q To the best of your knowledge, did all of those folks stay 
there? Were they all staying there in the hotel with you, to the best 
of your knowledge? 

A Yes. Yes, they were. 

Q And do you recall what -- did they all generally leave the 

same day or depart the same day? 

A Yes . 

Q Do you know where they went? 

A Back to Washington, D.C. 

Q While in those -- approximately what date was that? 

A Maybe the 15th -- I would've -- 

Q Okay. 
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A Approximately. 

Q (REDACTED) -- 

A The 14th. 

Q -- 14th, right? So you think it might have been the 
following day? 

A Yes, sir. Yes, sir. 

Q Okay. And while they were there, are you aware if they had 
any meetings or briefings or anything? 

A They all told me that they were being debriefed by Homeland 
Security, the FBI. 

Q They specifically said, the Homeland Security and the FBI 
are talking with us? 

A Yes. Yes. 

Q Did they mention any other organizations that they were 
speaking with? 

A The CIA. 

Q Okay. Did they discuss the nature of their conversations 

with any of these organizations? 

A The -- the actual conversations they were having? No. 

Q Did you ever subsequently fly any missions into Tripoli? 

A No. 

Q Are you aware of anyone who did in the coming weeks and 
months that you personally know? 

A Somebody I met said that they had flown in there a couple 
of weeks later. I -- I can't recall who it was. 
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Q Do you know what the gist of that mission was? 

A No, sin. 

Q I want you to think about the namp there at Ramstein on the 
11th and 12th, and just talk to me about what kind of aircraft that 
you physically saw located on the ramp. Not --to the extent that you 
can recall. 

A It was just C-5 and C-17s. They had a squadron of C-130S 
at the far end of the airfield and that was, you know -- 

Q So if I'm in the tower, and the airstrip is right there in 
front of me, and it's going left and right, to the left is the ramp 
space with the C-130S? 

A Yes . 

Q And then the bigger planes were to the right? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. Do you recall how many -- you said a squadron of C-5s 

or -- 

A No. The ramp was, honestly, fairly empty. I don't 
specifically remember if it was C-5 or C-17 on the ramp. 

Q Okay. Either/or? 

A I know there was aircraft on the ramp that I don't know the 
type and number. 

Q That's okay. Approximately how many of those type 
aircraft -- of the bigger planes that you could see, roughly? 

A I was -- I mean, five, roughly. 

Q Okay. How about the C-130S? 
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A Honestly, no idea. 

Q Okay. 

A They were 12,000 feet away, down at the other end of the 
airfield . 

Q Got it. Are you familiar with the heavy aircraft wing over 
in Papa, Hungary? 

A The heavy aircraft wing? I know we have assets in Hungary, 
but I don't know -- 

Q What assets in Hungary that you are aware of? 

A Well, I think they had a -- I think they had a transit 

station over there that we were flying C-17s and C-5s through. 

Q Okay. Anything else? 

A What's that? 

Q Anything else about that? 

A Not specifically about Hungary. 

Q Are you aware --in your conversations with those folks in 
the hotel subsequent to returning to Ramstein or any other time, did 
you become aware of any kind of request for airlift supports to either 
Benghazi or Tripoli that was made and was denied? 

A They mentioned something about that, yes. 

Q And, again, who is "they"? I know you don't know specific 

names, but it was -- 

A Don't know specific names. They said they had made a 
request, that there was also a request for a month prior for C-130 to 
be stationed at Benghazi, and that request had been denied, just that 
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there was a general request for help, but that -- that's about it. I 
mean, nothing specific. 

Q Okay. That's all right. Do you recall if those persons 
that made that statement about the request, were they State Department 
personnel or other? If you don't know, please don't guess. 

A I don't know. I don't know. 

Mr. Tolar. All right. 

Mr. Richards . Mac, could we just clarify the timeframe he's 
talking about as far as when that request was made? 

Did you say a month in advance of the attack the request was made? 

Mr. (REDACTED) . I was -- yes. They said that they had made the 
request a month previous to have a C-130 stationed on the ground in 
Benghazi, and that the request had been denied. 

Mr. Richards . But that's the only request for help you were told, 
correct? 

Mr. (REDACTED) . No. That was just one additional thing that 
they had done. 

Mr. Richards . Okay. 

Mr. (REDACTED) . There was a request for help, but then they had 
also talked about the C-130 that had previously been requested. 

Mr. Richards . Thank you. 

Mr. (REDACTED) . Those are two separate conversations. 

Mr. Richards . Okay. 

BY MR. TOLAR: 

Q It's okay. 
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Real quickj I want to go back to the morning of the 12th and just 
get a little more details about the nature of your preparation in terms 
of your briefings and the tactical shop and the Intel shop. Walk me 
through a little more detail about what you learned in each one of those . 

For example^ in the intel briefings what kind of stuff were they 
telling you aside from the weather? 

A The intel briefingj we were given pictures of the airfield. 

Q The Tripoli airfield? 

A Of the Tripoli airfield. 

Q Yes. 

A We were given satellite pictures that they had pulled. 

Q Okay. 

A They had showed where they thought it would be parked, which 
was over in the VIP ramp, so they had kind of given us an idea of where 
we were going to be going. Beyond that, it was -- for instance, when 
they -- the intel gal started briefing me, she went through the whole 
thing, basically said, we don't know a lot. (REDACTED) You can read 
this on your way. And I looked at her, and I said, well, what about 
the 20,000 shoulder-launched missiles they've been briefing us on the 
contingency side for the last year? And she went, uh, I don't know. 

So having flown contingency missions over there for the last 10 
years, I had a better understanding of what the threats were over there 
than some of the intel folks. 

Now, granted, they rotate in and out, so -- 

Q Do you recall her rank? 
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A Tech sergeant. It was -- it was -- it was maybe a master 
sergeant. I don't specifically know. 

Q Do you recall her name? 

A No. 

Q Okay. All right. So you got all -- and talk very briefly 
about the nature of the documents^ (REDACTED) she handed you to read 
en route. Were they emails? Why they cables? What was it? 

A No. So typically^ we get what's called an airfield 
summary. Airfield suitability report -- airfield suitability report. 
She gave me an unclassified version and a classified version(REDACTED) 

Q And then at the tactic shop, talk a little bit more about 
what you learned there, what kind of information you gained there in 
that morning briefing. 

A Honest, we didn't --we didn't get anything more out of the 
tactics guys. They handed us our mission package. We had our intel 
brief, and we really didn't get anything more from our tactics folks. 

Q Okay. How about --it was 2 hours and 39 minutes flight 

time from Ramstein to Tripoli? Is that correct? 

A Yes, sir. 

Q Do you know what the flight time is to Benghazi from 
Ramstein? 

A Benghazi and Tripoli are roughly the same air miles. It 
doesn't make a difference, no. 

Q Okay. 

A Because I think they were directly across from each other. 
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I mearij they ane not that fan apart. 

Q Right. Had you gotten a call in the middle of the night 
to go? 

A Um-hmm. 

Q How quickly do you believe you could have gotten out of your 
bed and landed in Benghazi with all your people and everything you had 
with you? 

A Honestly, if they would have called me and said, this is 
an absolute emergency, get off the ground as soon as you can, we didn't 
have to deal with their medical folks, and we had everything ready to 
go, they just said, go, conservatively, 4 hours on the ground. 

Q You believe you -- so, obviously, if you don't have to deal 
with the medical folks, getting them in, prepping, and you don't have 
to get more gas, you just, basically, get your briefings, get on the 
plane -- 

A Go. 

Q -- go, you believe you could have gone from your bed to 
wheels down in Benghazi in 4 hours? Is that correct? 

A Yes. Yes. 

Q Is that realistic? 

A That's conservative. I mean, that's on the conservative 

side. If I go down my timeline of 3 hours and 45 minutes to launch, 
then it's a different story. But I've actually -- yes, 4 hours 
is -- it's completely doable. I've been 20 minutes away from the 
airplane, been told that the airfield is closing, I had time to pick 
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up my sandwiches and be off the ground in an hour. So -- or in 45 
minutes. So, go in and tell tactics, take off, not having to wait, 
anything else, 4 hours is very conservative. 

Q Did it matter that this might have been in the middle of 
the night? 

A No, we were on Bravo alert. It didn't matter when we were 
called . 

Q You could still land, theoretically, in the middle of the 
night with your night vision goggles, correct? 

A Yes. Again, we would have to have approval, which 
shouldn't be a big thing. 

Q When you say "approval," you mean diplomatic clearance? 

A No. No. No. Because of the obstructions of the 
airfield, that's why we had to get three-star general to get out of 
there so that would --we would have to do the same thing, NVGs going 
in . 


Q Have you ever flown into a country without diplomatic 
clearance? 


A No. 


Q 

A 

Q 

A 

diplomatic 

Q 


Looking back on it now, do you have -- do you have -- 
Let me -- I'll go back. 

Sure . 

You didn't need it to fly into Iraq, you didn't have to have 
clearance. 

Why not? 
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A To flew into Afghanistan -- because it was a combat zone. 

Q Okay. 

A A designated combat zone^ and, theoretically, you don't 

need a diplomatic clearance. We were in control of Iraq and 
Afghanistan. We were in control of the air space . You know, if you ' re 
talking about Libya, we weren't in control of the air space, so we didn't 
dictate whether or not you needed a -- you know, you needed to be on 
the ATO in the case of Afghanistan and Iraq. You had to be designated 
as flying, but it was not a specific diplomatic clearance. 

So you would be on the air tasking order; you have reached 537; 
you're flying into point stinky, which is the entrance to the AOR of 
Afghanistan; you don't need a diplomatic clearance. 

Q Thinking back on the events of the 11th and 12th, from your 
perspective and based on your experience, were there things that went 
wrong or weren't executed well? 

A The biggest thing is I was -- I was surprised that not more 
of this stuff was set up for us before we got the call to go. Normally, 
I -- 

Q Explain, specifically. 

A Normally, I shouldn't have to be trying to find Ravens to 
provide security for the airplane. Normally, I shouldn 't have to think 
of. Hey, we better put a full tank of gas on this, because we don't 
have diplomatic clearance. I shouldn't be the one to try and find the 
maintenance guy or $30,000 worth of cash before I go out the door. 
Normally, that stuff is done for me. That -- that's something that 
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could have been done. But I don't know the background or the --if 
the mission was recut, they might not have had time to do that. 
Ultimately, though, as the aircraft commander, it's my responsibility, 
because if something gets screwed up, they come after me. 

Q Anything else that you felt like didn't go well, or looking 
back, or could have been done differently or should have been done 
differently? 

A No, I wouldn't say that, because, literally, everything 
was -- there was chaos. Nobody knew what was going on. It was fly 
by the seat of your pants, make decisions, be flexible. 

Q Why did you need $30,000 cash, potentially? 

A In case I had to pay for something to get out of there. And 
I think I read something in the airfield suitability report that said, 
they don't take credit cards in case you need gas. 

Q Where are you going to get $30,000 cash in 20 minutes besides 
your checking account? 

A The -- yeah. So there was -- there's a lieutenant colonel 
that's in charge of the squadron that supports us as we go out for 
contingency missions. I don't even remember the guy's name. 
Lieutenant colonel walks in right after all this started, and he goes, 
Eric, what do you need? I said, $30,000 in cash. And he said. I'll 
make a call. So he's actually the one that helped me make the calls 
going -- he got -- he made the calls to get the Ravens, the maintenance 
guy, and the $30,000 in cash. I called TACC said, this is what I'm 
asking for, so we both worked together to try and get all the approvals 
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fon it. 

A counien was not availablOj so they literally handed me a bag 
of moneyj and I signed fon it and went flying. That's the last thing 
I got before I left. 

Q And I'm going back. Typically, when you were --at this 
point, when you're ready to go, and you've got your mission, are you 
typically talking to (REDACTED)] at TACC most times? Is he your 
primary POC at this point? 

A No. No. No. It's whoever is on duty at that point. 


Q 

A 

Q 

remember. 

A 

GENICOM -- 


Okay. 

Yes . 

Also, who owned your plane? If you told me that, I don't 
I apologize. Who owned the plane that you flew? 

We were cut through CENTOM. But when I say cut to 


Q They had op -- you were OPCON, operational control, was 
GENICOM? 

A Yes . 

Q But some Air Force unit -- I mean, it's an Air Force plane, 
correct? 


A Yes . 

Q It belongs to an Air Force squadron? 

A Right. 

Q Any idea what that was? 

A Which squadron owned that particular airplane? 
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Q Right. 

A It was a McChord plane. We were a McChord cnew. So McChord 
owned that particular aircraft. 

Q Again, anything that should have been done differently, 
anything at all? 

A I can't think of anything. 

Q Okay. Would someone at TACC know what the original mission 
was? In order to recut it, you've got to have an original mission, 
correct? 


A I -- honestly, I don't know that. I -- I don't have an 
answer to that. 

Q Okay. 

BY MS. CLARKE: 

Q I just have a question on exhibit 1. 

A That silly exhibit 1. 

Q There's a line that starts "INF," and it starts "positive 

launch"? 


A Uh-huh. 

Q "Mission is on positive launch, awaiting Libya dips." And 

it looks like at that time was 10:11 Zulu, so that would have been after 
the "Libyan diplomatic approval" line that says 09:38 Zulu. Can you 
explain what that means? 

A Is it two different people that put -- I mean, is there two 
different names on there? 

Q Yes. There are two different names. 
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A Okay. So if it's two different names, you probably have 
one guy -- because everybody has access to it. From what I understand, 
everybody has it up. When they get their piece of the pie, they go 
in there and enter it. So it could have been the dip clearance guy 
put it in. It could have been the -- one of the floor managers that 
put it in. So -- I mean, I can look specifically. 

So you said the -- Libyan diplomatic approval was at 09:39, and 
then Libyan diplomatic approval --so they are 1 minute apart. 

Q Right. And then right below the one Libyan diplomatic 
approval at 09:38, there's a line that says," positive launch"? 

A Oh. So positive launch is what I was talking about that 
I ultimately have to call TACC and said, we're ready to go, can we 
launch? And they go, yes. 

Q And it says, "Mission is on positive launch awaiting Libyan 
dips, crew is encouraged to try for early departure, but they need to 
call TACC to coordinate ARR, " which I assume is arrival time? 

A Confirm dips. ARR would be arrival time, yes. 

Q "In HLLT and to either confirm dips or get approval to deploy 
without dips." 

A Yes . 

Q And they were referring to diplomatic clearances? 

A Yes . 

Q So it seems -- but you ' re not sure why this particular entry 

would have been entered after the entry for the diplomatic approval? 

A That's why I was saying there's different people putting 
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this stuff in, and probably not talking to each other. But, I mean, 
right there, when I say we weren't supposed to go without our diplomatic 
clearance, here it even says that we weren't supposed to leave without 
it, so -- and that was a decision that we made. And I said, yes, I 
will take the aircraft without the diplomatic clearance, and I got 
positive launch, and then we went. 

Q Earlier, you were talking about the intel briefing that you 
received prior to launching, and I think you mentioned that you were 
reading (REDACTED)? Do you have any recollection what that document 
was? 

A It wasn't necessarily (REDACTED), that's why I was talking 
about the airfield suitability report. So every airport that we fly 
to in the world, we have an airfield suitability report, and it tells 
me what the runway links are, what the runway's made out of, what -- how 
much weight of an aircraft I can put on it. It's like, literally, 20 
pages per airfield. 

Q Okay. 

A And there's a "remarks" section. And that remark section 
is pilots can go in and go. This place was a nightmare. Watch out for 
this. (REDACTED) 

Mr. Tolar. Let's go off the record, please. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

BY MR. TOLAR: 

Q We're back on the record. 

Okay. Go ahead, please. 
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A Did you say -- she talked about Papa, and I totally didn't 
get that. Is that the Papa wing you were talking about? 

Q Papa, Hungary -- 

A Yeah. Yeah. Yeah. That is the NATO C-17 wing. 

Q Connect. 

A Yes . 

Q What do you know about it? 

A I know that they are a squadron. I think they've got eight 
airplanes, and it's NATO driven. 

Q Let's do this: Is there anything else you can think of that 
you -- this committee should be aware of, or you want to share, you 
think we should know regarding the events surrounding Benghazi? 

A No. I think we've covered everything that I can think of. 

Q Is there anyone, or any specific unit that you think we 

should reach out to, because they might have something to add that might 
be beneficial at our investigation? 

A Well, only because you talked about the UAV stuff, I 
would -- you would need to find out -- I mean, if you're really 
interested in the UAV stuff, I would definitely say you need to talk 
to somebody if that --if you feel has something to do with the 
investigation, only because you brought that up a couple of times. And 
I don't know enough about that -- that world. 

Q TRANSCOM is going to be briefing us tomorrow. Are there 
specific questions that you think we should ask them about as it relates 
to the events surrounding Benghazi? 
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A The only thing that I can tell you is find out who was making 
the decision to send us on not to send us. Because^ ultimately^ 
somebody was -- if they were talking about it for 10, 11, 12, 13 hours, 
wargaming it and what-iffing it, somebody had to make the ultimate 
decision to send us. So what -- what was the chain of events that they 
decided to go from sending us to go pick up guys in Sigonella or Croatia, 
or now we're, you know, a recovery mission. Obviously, I don't know 
any of those specifics. So at some point, you got to go, this guy said 
plan the mission; we don't know what we're going to do. Maybe we plan 
two different missions at the same time. 

But TRANSCOM is, ultimately, going to know what decisions were 
made above TACC level, and at the TACC level. 

Q In terms of the wargaming, do you know where -- what 
department or organization or unit of TAC -- TACC would conduct those? 

A It would be the -- 

Q I mean, I -- future ops or -- 

A Contingency cell. 

Q Is there such a thing? 

A Yeah. I mean, there's a -- 

Q Okay. 

A There's a contingency cell; there's a SAAM cell. I think 

we were either contingency or SAAM mission. 

Q What does SAAM mean? 

A Ah, man, I knew you were going to ask me that. I can't even 
think of what the name of that is. It's S-A-A-M is the designation. 
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Q Okay. 

A Anything else on anybody else, anything at all? 

Q No, sin. Have you seen the movie, 13 Houns? 

A Yes . 

Q What was youn impnession? 

A Well done, not political. Some of the stuff that the guys 

have told me about what happened, the movie seemed like the watened-down 


vension . 

Those ane. 

I guess, my -- my 

impnessions. 


Mn. 

Tolan. That's all I've got. 

Thank you. 


Mn. 

(REDACTED) . 

Sweet . 



Mn. 

Kennv. So 

I ' m going to guess 

we've got 15, 20 

minutes, so 

it's going to take us a second to gathen oun thoughts. 


Mn. 

(REDACTED) . 

Oh, okay. You'ne done; he's not 

done? 

Mn. 

Kennv. We'ne close, though. 



Mn. 

Tolan. Mavbe 15 minutes. 



Mn. 

Kennv. 15, 

20 minutes. 



Mn. 

(REDACTED) . 

Okay. 




[Recess . ] 
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[2:37 p.m.] 

Mr. Kenny. We'll go back on the record. Time reads 2:37. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q Mr. (REDACTED), again, thank you. Appreciate your time 
here today . We're hopefully towards the tail end of our interview with 
you. And I'm going move as expeditiously as I can through this round 
out of respect for your time. So there's a series of topics that cover 
things that you said, statements in the last round and earlier today. 
So I 'm just going to try to work through those as quickly as possible -- 

A Yes, sir. 

Q --if that works for you. 

A Yes, sir. 

Q And I'd like to pick up -- I believe where we left off in 
the last round there was a discussion about a NATO air base in Hungary. 
And I believe you'd indicated that you had an awareness that there were 
eight planes that were stationed there. And I'd just like to ask what 
that awareness was based on. 

A Well, I don 't know the specific number of airplanes . I know 
NATO owns C-17S. And you couldn't miss them because there was big 
P-A-P-A on the tail. You could tell the NATO airplanes. 

Q On the night of the attack, did you know at that particular 

airfield, how many aircraft they had on site? 

A No. I have no idea. You would see them at Ramstein in 
onesies, twosies, but I had no idea who was doing what besides us. 

Q Okay. You'd also referenced at some point, your belief or 
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your awareness that there was a FAST team^ Marine Corps FAST team 
located in Rota as well as in Sigonella. Is that your recollection? 

A Yes . 

Q And I'd like to ask again what the basis for that knowledge 
is . 

A After the factj somebody told me that there was a FAST team. 
I didn't know them by the designation FAST team necessarily. 

Q Okay. 

A But I did talk to the pilots that were coming in on the two 
C-130S. They told me that they had Marines onboard that were coming 
from Sigonella. I didn't know them specifically as a FAST team until 
at a point later, I flew with a Marine and that Marine said. Oh, yeah, 
there's been a FAST team for 2 years at Sigonella and at Rota. 

Q Okay. So let me unpack those two things . On the one piece, 
when you said you were on a flight and somebody next to you, a Marine 
next to you, indicated or informed you that there was a FAST team that 
was - - 

A Yes . 

Q -- permanently stationed in Sigonella? 

A Yes . 

Q Is that correct? Okay. And that was at some point after 
the attacks -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- you learned that? Okay. And before -- or sorry. On 
September 12, the morning of September 12, as the day progressed, you 
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fly to Tripoli . You ' ne in Tnipolij you leave Tripoli, and while you ' re 
departing from Tripoli, you pass two C-130S in the air -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- and you had communication with them? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And they indicated to you that they had Marines from 
Sigonella. Is that correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And did they tell you -- or did you have -- let me 

ask this: Do you know of those teams where they were stationed? 

A No. 

Q Okay. So you had no awareness of whether those FAST teams 
came from Rota or from Sigonella? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Do you know whether there was a FAST team in 
Sigonella on the night of attacks? 

A The night of the attacks, I had no idea. 

Q Okay. 

A No, sir. 

Q Okay. Okay. And again, just jumping around a little bit 

here, we talked quite a bit about your command relationship with TACC 
and your interactions with the TACC. lust to revisit that topic 
briefly, it sounds like if we could just summarize some of that 
discussion, your discussions about your mission were conducted 
primarily or exclusively, it sounds like exclusively, with the TACC. 
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Is that correct? 

A Ask that again. 

Q I'm trying to understand where you were drawing information 
from -- 

A TACC, yes. 

Q From the TACC? Okay. 

A Yes, sir. 

Q And aside from the briefing that you discussed, the 
intelligence briefing you discussed, but in terms of mission, 
availability of aircraft, your alert status, you received all that from 
information from the TACC. 

A Yes, sir. 

Q So you had know discussions with AFRICOM -- 

A No, sir. 

Q -- direct? 

Okay. And you had no discussions with EUCOM about the 
availability of air assets? 

A No, sir. 

Q Okay. Did you --okay. That's fair. And the reason I ask 

is I think at a couple points today, you'd indicated that it's your 
belief that your unit was the only available asset for high-priority 
missions. And what I would just like to understand is -- that view, 
it sounds like you learned that or you were told that from the TACC. 
Is that correct? 

A Yes, sir. 
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Q Okay. And was that somebody within that cell you were 
refenning to who told you that? 

A YeSj sin. 

Q Okay. And so would their knowledge be limited in any way 
to the assets that were attached or associated with your unit? 

A Well, as I said before, TACC controls all military -- all 
Air Force military air assets. So ultimately -- I'm trying to think 
if EUCOM and AFRICOM -- I think, ultimately, everybody goes through 
TACC, but they are separate cells. I may be wrong, but I think AFRICOM 
and DCOM -- the air assets are all still -- get their direction through 
TACC. But that might be a question to ask the TRANSCOM guys how that 
works . 

Ms . Rauch. And would that be true with other assets, for example, 
the Navy has assets, the Marines have assets, the Army has assets as 
well, significant air assets? 

Mr. (REDACTED) . lust Air Force. Air Force assets. 

Ms. Rauch . So it would just be confined to Air Force assets? 

Mr. (REDACTED) . Yes. Yes, ma'am. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q Okay. So the TACC, just to understand the lay of the land 
because you refer to it, is they had a view of all assets globally, 
but those assets, in fact, refer to U.S. Air Force assets, correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And the reason we ask these questions is because you 
made the statement, but then it sounds like, at the same time, there 
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was also C-130 that took off before your aircraft took off. Is that 
correct? 

A Yes. That's correct. 

Q And do you know whether that was also coordinated through 

the TACC? Do you know anything about the -- 

A The only thing I know is that they were a local C-130. 
That's -- all I knew that it was a local C-130 that took off. And we 
were told -- and I talked to someone at TACC and they saidj This guy 
is going to Tripoli. 

Q Okay. 

A So somebody at TACC told me that that's where they were 
going. 

Q Okay. But presumably that meant that there was another 

aircraft that was also availablOj and an air crew that was available 
that could dispatch with that C-130. Is that -- 

A Well, obviously -- 

Q --a fair assumption? 

A -- because the -- I mean, the crew -- the crew went. I see 
what you're saying, clarifying that we were the only crew available 
to go do that. That was --we were the only crew that was available 
with an aircraft that could put all the needed parts and pieces to be 
able to go to Tripoli. They sent the C-130 as a backup. Anything that 
we couldn't get on our airplane would go on that airplane. 

Q I understand. 

A So -- 
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Q So, and when you say the needed parts and pieces, what is 
it that -- 

A The CCAT, the Ravens, the maintenance guys, plus be able 
to take everybody out there. 

Q Okay. So the medical, the security, the additional 
personnel? Okay. And, again, as the only available asset, was it your 
understanding that you were the only available asset for high priority 
missions located at Ramstein under GENICOM -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- command? Under GENICOM? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. But you had no visibility into whether AFRICOM -- 

A No, sir. 

Q -- had assets available or whether you -- SOCAF or 
subordinate commands had air assets -- 

A (REDACTED) 

Q And that would also include EUCOM as well? 

A Yes, sir. 

Q No visibility into EUCOM -- 

A No visibility into EUCOM. 

Q Okay. We talked about -- a little bit about your views, 
and looking back now, it's been some time, but you were asked a question 
in the last round, best case scenario how quickly you and your team 
could have assembled to move-(REDACTED) 

A Yes, sir. 
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Q -- you believed from when you received notice to when you 
could have arrived somewhere in the country of Libya. Is that -- 

A YeSj sir. 

Q Okay. And just so that my timeline is clear, because I 
think at various points, I'd also noted that you said it took 3 hours 
and 45 minutes to do a -- to perform your checklist -- 

A Yes, sir. 

Q -- before you depart? 

So in order to take off more quickly, you have to abbreviate that 
checklist. 

A Yes, sir. 

Q Is that fair? 

A Yes . 

Q And what, then, is the shortest time that you feel safe as 
a pilot abbreviating that checklist to where you can take off and 
perform a mission successfully? 

A 30 minutes. 

Q Okay. 

Mr. Tolar. How many? I'm sorry. 

Mr. (REDACTED) . 30 minutes. 

Mr. Tolar. Thank you. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q And that's the best-case scenario, correct? 

A That's if everything is like -- yes. That's if everything 
is ready to go and somebody is shooting at us and we need to get out 
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of there. We could get the airplane off in 30 minutes. 

Q Okay. And by "shooting at us/' you're referring to the 
firefight that was then -- that was unfolding throughout the course 
of the night? 

A No, no, no, no. I'm saying -- I'm saying if it comes right 
down to it and I need to get that airplane off the ground, I can do 
it in 30 minutes . I'm not referring to anybody shooting anywhere else . 

Q Okay. 

A You said how long could I comfortably -- how long would it 
comfortably take me to get off the ground, outside of this instance? 
30 minutes. 

Q And that's assuming you and the aircraft was under some sort 
of threat. Is that right? I guess I'm -- to back up, I thought I heard 
you say if you were under fire or to help people under fire. 

A It was an example. 

Q Okay. 

A I apologize. If everything is ready to go, the maintenance 
status is good, I don't need to load anybody else, I can comfortably 
do my checklist, start the engine, taxi out in 30 minutes. 

Q And unfortunately it sounds like not everything was ready 
to go. At least -- 

A Correct. 

Q -- when you reported -- 

A Correct. 

Q --in the morning of the twelfth. 
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A Connect. 

Q Okay. (REDACTED) -- that's^ agairij a best-case scenanio. 

And given how f actons unfolded on the gnoundj didn't seem likely on 
attainable on the night, the night of, based on pne-postuning and those 
sonts of things? 

A Based upon what the mission was changed to at whateven 
point, because now we became a aenomedical evacuation. I mean, 
thene's -- you know, you could -- thene's 1,000 diffenent factons that 
you could thnow into it(REDACTED) And that's even a comfontable 
timeline fon getting down thene. 

Q But as you've acknowledged about Tnipoli, the situation in 

Tnipoli, even by the monning, seemed to be an uncertain situation. 

A Yes, sir. 

Q Did you have an awareness in Benghazi that what the sense 
of the security situation was throughout the -- 

A No, sir. 

Q -- course of that night? 

A No, sir. 

Q So you had indicated in one of your briefings that you'd 
asked the briefer about a reference to surface-to-air missiles, that 
threat. 

A Yes . 

Q Did you understand that that threat was present throughout 
the country of Libya to include any airport in Libya? 

A That is the threat that I based upon the intelligence 
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briefings that I had before, I didn't have it assigned to any particular 
airfield. I just know that those assets were missing in Libya. 

Q But as a pilot, was missing or unaccounted for 
surface-to-air missiles a concern to you? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. That's a reasonable concern to have. 

A Yes, it is. 

Q Okay. Okay. You were asked some questions in the last 
round, you described -- this is moving forward a couple days. So after 
you had successfully evacuated personnel from Tripoli, you landed at 
Ramstein. And you described an encounter that you had with the base 
commander there. And it sounded like that there was a difference of 
opinion -- 

A Yes, sir. 

Q -- between you and the base commander. And I just want to 
make sure that I understand you correctly and the record reflects 
correctly. It sounds like the source of that dispute was when to 
perform the transfer of remains ceremony or the ramp ceremony for the 
fallen . 

A No. The disagreement was trying to take away the embassy 

staff from the airplane when they made it very clear that they wanted 
to stay for the ceremony. 

Q I see. 

A I -- 

Q And when you -- 
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A The guy that was kind of seemed in charge of the embassy 
staffj I saidj You guys were very adamant about loading the four HRs 
on the airplane. I'm assuming that you want to be out here when we 
do the ceremony. And he goes, Heck, yeah. 

Q And who is that individual? 

A I thought I wasn't allowed to say names. 

Q You can identify a position, perhaps, or a role. 

A He had a baseball cap, beard. 

Q Is he security professional? 

A Yeah. He was one of the security guys. 

Q Okay. 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. So that individual -- 

A Those were the guys that were adamant about loading the 

bodies and taking the bodies off. 

Q Personal -- 

A The contractors. Yes, they were -- so -- 

Q And, again, we're cleared up to secret in this room. So 

these were the -- 

Mr. Richards . Not the names of the contractors. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q Not the names. But these are -- your understanding is this 

group of -- this cohort refers, when you're referring to "these guys," 
(REDACTED) 

A Yes. 
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Q Okay. And when you landed at Ramsteinj they personally 
wanted to be present to offload the remains of their colleague and the 
other fallen? 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. And it sounds like there was a disagreement or a 
difference of opinion about when that ceremony would be performed^ or 
rather, that they would be -- that the survivors would go meet with 
the Ambassador, and then would return for a ceremony? 

A That was the -- that was the source of disagreement, because 
originally, he kept repeating that the Ambassador wants to speak to 
embassy personnel. He wants to take them away. And at that point, 
after the first or second time he asked, I talked to the security 
contractors and said. You guys were pretty adamant about loading your 
guys on the airplane. Do you guys want to be out here when we take 
them off? So it was like what their location was going to be when we 
took the bodies off the airplane. 

Q Okay. I understand. 

A Yep. 

Q And was the Ambassador present for that discussion? 

A He was kind of waiting in the wings. He was -- 

Q So he was on the airfield? 

A The Ambassador was right outside the airplane when we opened 
up the door. And he was kind of standing there, and the one -- the 
base commander kept going over to the Ambassador and then talking to 
me, and then going back over to the Ambassador. 
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Q Okay. 

A So he was confenning with the Ambassador. 

Q Okay. I see. And what ended up happening was that those 
33 personnel or passengers were offloaded and they accompanied the 
Ambassador to -- 

A A different location. 

Q A different location. But then returned for the transfer 
of remains ceremony? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And do you know the purpose for which the Ambassador 
wanted to gather and summon all the passengers -- 

A NOj sir. 

Q Okay. And that was never communicated to you? 

A No, sir. 

Q Did you watch them all accompany the Ambassador and walk 
to a separate facility? 

A I saw them get in a bus and they drove away. I didn't see 
where -- where they went to. 

Q Okay. But at some point, the passengers returned and there 
was a -- 

A Yes, sir. In fact, we held up doing the transfer until they 
got back. We specifically waited for those guys to show up. 

Q Okay. And, again, I think you mentioned you were unable 
to do so in Tripoli because some of the security concerns that were 
relayed to you. Is that right? 


UNCLASSIFIED 



1217 


UNCLASSIFIED 


127 


A It was --it was a handful trying to keep the militia guys 
with the cell phones up to their ear walking around trying to take 
pictures, and I didn't want anybody to get pictures of that. 

There was one interesting thing that happened. This is -- I 
don't know if this is relevant or not, but I specifically told the 
embassy staff: Nobody takes pictures out here. I do not want to 
incite these guys to take pictures. There was a Airbus 320 that was 
parked up against the gate here. We were parked with the tail this 
way. So our door was down. And there was people in the back of the 
Airbus with the door open taking pictures down into the cargo bay. You 
had all the guys on the ground trying to take pictures. 

So I told the embassy staff: We're going to make a wall. Nobody 
takes pictures. While -- after we had taken Ambassador Stevens off 
the back of the truck, I noticed by the back of the truck, that an 
American had his camera and he was pointing back toward the crowd taking 
pictures after I specifically said nobody gets pictures. 

So I walked over to the gentleman and I said: You have 2 seconds 
to put that camera away. I specifically told you nobody gets pictures. 
And he looked at me and he said: I'm from the White House staff. I 
can do as I please. I said: Do you see that guy over there? And there 
was a gentleman that was off to my left. And this guy was huge. 
Tattoos on his neck. Very big man. I said: If you don't put that 
camera away, that guy over there's going to have something to say about 
it. Because we had talked previously . I said: Nobody gets pictures . 
At that point, he put -- 
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Q This is in Tnipolij Connect? 

A This is in Tnipoli as we'ne -- we had just got Chnis Stevens 
off. We had not taken anybody else offj and he's taking pictunes. 

Q And this Amenican was one of the 33 that you then -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- tnansponted? 

A Yes . 

Q And did they identify themselves to you othen than how you 
just descnibed -- 

A He just said White House staff. He was accompanying a 

Polish jounnalist. That's all I know. We took -- one of the 33 was 
a Polish jounnalist. 

Q Okay. 

A And we wene alented to go ahead and take him when we wene 

on the way down to Tnipoli. 

Q Okay. AgaiOj aften you annivedj you descnibed a debniefing 

that you panticipated in. And you descnibed, the following day also, 
penfonming a mission, and then it sounds like by anound the fifteenth, 
Septemben 15, you had a little bit mone down time, and wene able to 
convense with some of the people you'd evacuated. Is that fain? 

A I would say eveny night when we wenen't flying, when I had 
time off, I would nun into them downstains. So it was like, you know, 
we wene flying just duning the day and then we'd be back at night. So 
I spent time with them the subsequent days aften we got back. 

Q Yeah. And the "them" hene nefenning to that you spent time 
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with ane the (REDACTED) 

A I don't know it was necessarily just the (REDACTED) It 
was -- I had a conversation with I know at least one of the State 
Department folks that was the last person to see Chris Stevens. I had 
a conversation with -- there was lots of us that talked. We were all 
kind of honestly in shell shock and talking about things. So it 
was -- it was not necessarily just the security contractors. 

Q No, I appreciate the context for that. You had relayed a 
couple observations or things that stood out to you. And you recall 
at least one conversation with a State Department person. Was that 
State Department person the one who provided you any of that information 
you discussed in the last round, for instance, (REDACTED) discussions 
of a stand-down, those -- 

A You're talking about that specific State Department guy 
that I know who he is? Is that what you're saying? 

Q I'm trying -- what we' re trying to understand is in the last 
round, we heard a lot of "they" and "them." And I know you were asked 
do you know who "they" or "them" is and you said. Oh, I don't recall. 
But you had very specific recollections of the things that were told 
do you. And so I'm not asking for individuals. I'm just asking 
for --do you know, for instance, when somebody indicated to you that 
there was mention of a stand-down, don't go, who -- where that 
information was coming from, what group of individuals? 

A At that point, I didn 't really know who was who. Soldidn't 
know there was a difference between the State Department guys and the 
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security contractors. I meanj they all kind of dress the same. They 
didn't identify themselves as security contractors or State Department 
or -- you know. I didn't know who was who at the time. And it's not 
like we've -- it's not like somebody said -- 

Q But you -- 

A -- Hey, this -- I'm lack. I'm CIA, or I'm lohn from the 
State Department. So that's why -- 

Q Well, you didn't know at the time, but now you may know, 
looking back, who those people were. 

A I know a couple of who the players are now. But, honestly, 
the players that a lot of the guys -- some of the guys that I talked 
to, I have no idea who they are because I've never seen them again. 
I mean -- 

Ms. Green . Never talked to them again? 

Mr. (REDACTED) . No. I know -- I mean, we know the three that 
are out public. But -- and I -- there's been a couple of guys that 
have gotten through me -- you know, touched base with me on Facebook. 
But the guys that I -- that relayed some of these stories to me are 
not the specific guys that I talk to now. Some of the guys that are 
out now I have talked to, I remember talking to, but none of those guys 
are the ones that specifically told me any of these stories or told 
me -- relayed what happened. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q So are you saying -- so let's just start with -- so because 
we can talk about the three -- 
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A Obviously^ one was in the hospital. 

Q Connect. You necall speaking to some of those individuals 
in the days aften the attacks. Is that night? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And fon the specific items that we've discussed 
todayj you don't necall j sitting hene today, whethen it was that gnoup 
of individuals on you know fon contain it was -- 

A It was not that gnoup of individuals. 

Q Okay. 

A Yeah. 

Q Okay. So, do you know whethen they wene pant of the 
diplomatic pensonnel, fon instance? 

A I don't know specifically. 

Q You don't know whethen they wene secunity -- 

A Okay. So this is how the convensation went at dinnen: 

(REDACTED) 

Q Okay. But -- 

A (REDACTED) 

Q But sitting hene today, the individuals that we'ne talking 
about that -- with whom you had these discussions aften the attacks 
in Genmany -- 

A Yes . 

Q (REDACTED) 

A (REDACTED) 

Ms. Gneen . So it was an analyst who told you that they wene told 
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to Stand down? 

Mr. (REDACTED) . Purely by deduction of reasoning. Because it 
was not the three we know about. I know about the other twOj who they 
are. It was none of them that told me that. It was not the last person 
to see Ambassador Stevens alive . So we ' re down to 29 . (REDACTED) So 
now we're down to 28. So you guys would know better than I do who the 
other players are^ how many State Department folks, how many analysts 
there were. So let's -- just purely by deduction. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q But, again, you didn't know at the time who was who? 

A I did not. No. 

Q Okay. Okay. 

Ms. Green . Can I just ask a question, Peter? Were you aware, 
going into Tripoli, whether anyone had conducted a threat assessment 
around the Tripoli airport relative to the MANPADS threat prior to U.S. 
military aircraft flying into there? 

Mr. (REDACTED) . Absolutely not. No knowledge of that. 

Ms. Green . Do you recall seeing MANPADs at the airport? 

Mr. (REDACTED) . I never saw any MANPADS myself, no. That's one 
of those things where you can hide in a car and you can jump out 
and -- pretty scary. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q Actually, one quick -- just before we move on to the next 
section here. In exhibit 1, the third line of exhibit 1, first page, 
we discussed that this is an RCUT. So you believe this is a recut 
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mission here at the top. The third line reads, "USEREQ: Correction 
to patient onload location," and includes a time stamp of 0758. Do 
you see that? 

A User request correction to patient onload location. 

Q Okay. Looking at the time stamp there, 0758, does that 
suggest to you anything about what the previous mission planning may 
have been? 

A Well, if they're saying correction to patient onload 
location, that's probably at the point they decided to switch from 
Benghazi to Tripoli. 

Q Okay. And did you have an awareness at this time 
or -- well, I believe so 0758, would you have been awake, do you recall, 
at that time? 

A I was awake at that point and calling saying: Can we get 
released? 

Q Okay. Do you recall about when you rose that morning? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Okay. I think at this point what we'd like to do, 
we're going to move into our final portion. It's going to take a few 
minutes to get through it. There have been a series of many allegations 
being publicly made about the attacks. One -- 

A This is the long goodbyes? 

Q One job of this committee is to sift through, to sort through 
those allegations, and it's something that we've asked every witness 
who's come in to speak with us. 
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A Okay. 

Q These set of questions not looking fon speculationj just 

trying to understand if you have any firsthand knowledge that would 
support -- 

A Okay. 

Q -- any of the allegations. And there's a couple of them. 

So it takes a little bit of time to go through so -- 

A Okay. Let's do it. 

Q --we'll work through it. 

The first one iSj it has been alleged that Secretary of State 
Hillary Clinton intentionally blocked military action on the night of 
the attacks. One Congressman has speculated that Secretary Clinton 
told Leon Panetta to stand down^ and this resulted in the Defense 
Department not sending more assets to help in Benghazi. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton ordered 
Secretary of Defense Panetta to stand down on the night of attacks? 

A NOj sir. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton 
issued any kind of order to Secretary of Defense Panetta on the night 
of the attacks? 

A NOj sir. 

Q Move to the next one. It has been alleged that Secretary 
Clinton personally signed an April 2012 cable denying security to 
Libya. And The Washington Post Fact Checker evaluated this claim and 
gave it four PinocchioSj its highest award for false claims. 
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Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton personally signed 
an April 2012 cable denying security resources to Libya? 

A No, sir. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton was 

personally involved in providing specific instruction on day-to-day 
security resources in Benghazi? 

A No, sir. 

Q It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton misrepresented 
or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi to his own 
people in order to garner support for military operations in Libya in 
spring 2011. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton misrepresented 
or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi to his own 
people in order to garner support for military operations in Libya in 
spring 2011? 

A No, sir. 

Q It has been alleged that the U.S. mission in Benghazi 

included transferring weapons from Syrian rebels or to other countries . 
Bipartisan report issued by the House Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence found that, quote, "The CIA was not collecting and 
shipping arms from Libya to Syria, " closed quote. And that they found, 
quote, "no support for this allegation," closed quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the House Intelligence 
Committee's bipartisan report finding that the CIA was not shipping 
arms from Libya to Syria? 
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A I have no -- nOj sin. 

Q Okay. Do you have any evidence that the U.S. facilities 
in Benghazi were being used to facilitate weapons transfers from Libya 
to Syria or to any other foreign country? 

A NOj sir. 

Q A team of CIA security personnel was temporarily delayed 
from departing the Annex to assist the Special Mission Compound. And 
there have been a number of allegations about the cause of and the 
appropriateness of that delay. 

House Intelligence Committee issued its bipartisan report, 
concluded that the team was not ordered to stand down. But instead, 
there were tactical disagreements on the ground over how quickly to 
depart . 

Do you have any evidence that would contradict the House 
Intelligence Committee's finding that there was no stand-down order 
to CIA personnel? 

A No. Not direct knowledge, just other than what I was told. 

Q Okay. Putting aside whether you personally agree with that 
decision or think it was the right decision, do you have any evidence 
that there was a bad or improper reason behind the temporary delay of 
CIA security personnel who departed the Annex to assist the Special 
Mission Compound? 

A No, sir. 

Q Concerns have been raised by one individual in the course 
of producing documents to the Accountability Review Board, damaging 
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documents may have been removed or scrubbed out of that production. 

Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials that were 
provided to the ARB? 

A To the what? 

Q The ARB. 

A (REDACTED) 

Q You're referring to documents that were -- 

A That were at the Annex. 

Q -- located in the Annex that were destroyed -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- classified materials at the Annex that were destroyed? 

A Right. Right j right j right. 

Q And that's part of an evacuation -- 

A Right. 

Q -- procedure? 

A Right. 

Q Okay. But other than that do you have any evidence -- 

A No, sir. 

Q Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
directed anyone else at the State Department to remove or scrub damaging 
documents from the materials that were provided to the ARB? 

A No, sir. 

Q I'm going to ask you these questions also for documents 

provided to Congress. Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State 
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Department removed or scrubbed damaging documents from materials that 
were provided to Congress? 

A NOj sir. 

Q It has been alleged that CIA Deputy Director Michael Morell 
altered unclassified talking points about the Benghazi attacks for 
political reasons, and that he then misrepresented his actions when 
he told Congress that the CIA, quote, "faithfully performed our duties 
in accordance with the highest standards of objectivity and 
nonpartisanship," closed quote. 

Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Mike Morell gave 
false or intentionally misleading testimony to Congress about the 
Benghazi talking points? 

A No, sir. 

Q Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Morell 
altered the talking points provided to Congress for political reasons? 

A No, sir. 

Q It has been alleged that Ambassador Susan Rice made an 
intentional misrepresentation when she spoke on the Sunday talk shows 
about the Benghazi attacks. 

Do you have any evidence that Ambassador Rice intentionally 
misrepresented facts about the Benghazi attacks on the Sunday shows? 

A Nothing other than what I was told -- 

Q Okay. 

A -- about the cell phones. But I have no direct knowledge 
of what she was told or not told. So I don't -- I would say no. 
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Q Okay. It has been alleged that the President of the United 
States waSj quote^ "virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief," closed 
quote, on the night of the attacks and that he was missing in action. 

Do you have any evidence to support the allegation that the 
President was virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief or missing in action 
on the night of the attacks? 

A No, sir. 

Q It has been alleged that a team of four military personnel 
who were stationed at Embassy Tripoli on the night of the attacks were 
considering flying on a second plane in Benghazi and were ordered by 
their superiors to, quote, "stand down," closed quote, meaning cease 
all operations. Military officials stated those four individuals were 
instead ordered to remain in place in Tripoli to provide security and 
medical assistance at that location. Republican staff report issued 
by the House Armed Services Committee found that, quote, "There was 
no stand town ordered issued to U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who 
sought to join the fight in Benghazi," closed quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the conclusion of the House 
Armed Services Committee that there was no stand-down order issued to 
U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight in 
Benghazi? 

A One of the guys said -- I mean, the whole stand-down thing 
was they were talking about Benghazi and Tripoli. So yes, somebody 
did tell me, but I don't know who -- like I said, I don't know who the 
guy was that told me that. 
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Q Okay. Is that your understanding that that applied to 
U.S. -- four U.S. military personnel in Tripoli? 

A I don't know what U.S. military personnel specifically. I 
don't know about U.S. military personnel. Again, I don't know who the 
particular person was. I just was told they were told not to go. I 
don't know if they were military. State Department, nonmilitary. I 
don't know what they were. 

Q But it is your understanding that those people who were told 
not to go were in Benghazi? 

A They talked about Tripoli also. They talked about both 
places . 

Q Okay. And you don't -- and the "they" you're referring to 
is who? 

A Again, I don't know. I didn't know at the time who these 
people are, and I've never seen them again. So -- 

Q Okay. This is last one. It's been alleged that the 
military failed to deploy assets on the night of the attacks that would 
have saved lives. Former Republican Congressman Howard "Buck" McKeon, 
the former chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, conducted 
a review of the attacks after which he stated, quote, "Given where the 
troops were, how quickly the thing all happened, and how quickly it 
dissipated, we probably couldn't have done more than we did," closed 
quote . 

Do you have any evidence to contradict Congressman McKeon 's 
conclusion? 
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A No, sin. 

Q Okay. Do you have any evidence that the Pentagon had 
military assets available to them on the night of the attacks that could 
have saved lives, but that the Pentagon leadership intentionally 
decided not to deploy? 

A Pentagon? Intentionally? No, sir. 

Q Okay. And -- 

Ms. Rauch . lust one quick follow-up. 

Mr. (REDACTED) . So one more plus one. 

Ms. Rauch . Welcome to Congress. 

Mr. Kenny. You hang around long enough, we'll throw more 
questions at you. 

BY MS. GREEN: 

Q I just had a clarification question . You have talked today 
about how you were on Bravo alert with this mission to transport a 
deceased detainee from Guantanamo. 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q Right? Is it possible, going back to exhibit 1, that the 
correction to the patient unload location is referring to the shift 
from that mission to the mission in Tripoli? 

A No. Because they had not even left. They had just arrived 
at Dover. So they had not even cut a mission for us to take him down 
to Yemen. They had just got to Dover and they needed to process the 
body. Another crew had to take them to Germany, and then we would get 
the body. So they had not even -- they were still 20-plus hours out 
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from even building a mission fon us. 

Q Is it possible they were just making a connection? Did you 
even neceive dinection that youn mission was to go to Benghazi? 

A No. No one even said -- by the time they got -- gave me 
the missionj we wene going to Tnipoli. That's what the decision had 
been made. 

Ms. Gneen . Thank you. 

Mn. Kenny. Gneat. Thank you. Go off the necond. 

Mn. Tolan. Stay on the necond. I got one question j I pnomise. 

Mn. (REDACTED) . Yes, sin. 

BY MR. TOLAR: 

Q Real quick. The guy taking photos in Tnipoli, you said he 
said: I'm with the White House. I can do what I want, on wonds to 
that effect? 

A Yes . 

Q Is that accunate? 

A Yes . 

Q Can you descnibe that penson physically? 

A No. 

Q He indicated he was thene with -- 

A Shonten than -- I'm sonny. Shonten than me. Accunate 

descniption, I cannot -- I cannot give it to you. 

Q And he indicated he was thene with a Polish jounnalist? 

A Yes . 

Q Did you see that jounnalist? 
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A Yes . 

Q Do you have any reason to question the veracity of that 
statement? 

A That he was a Polish journalist? No. I was told by four 
different service --or four different people that he was a Polish 
journalist. 

Q Who were the people that told you that? I mean -- 

A The folks at TACC, the DAOj the lieutenant colonelj and then 

one or two people on the ground. 

Q Did those two folks stay in the hotel for a couple of days 

with everybody else after you returned to Ramstein? 

A I honestly never saw them again. 

Q We keep talking about 33 people. Was there a manifest 
created for your flight out of Tripoli? 

A No, sir. The lieutenant colonel DAO, I told him, I would 
like you to stand at the top of the ramp, and I want you to physically 
verify every person that gets on this airplane. Because I 'm being told 
a Polish journalist is going to get on. I got guys walking on with 
guns with blood all over them. I don't know who anybody is. I said, 
I need you to vouch for every single solitary person that gets on this 
airplane . 

Q And, again, who was the lieutenant colonel? 

A We've tried to put together who he was. I just know him 

as one of the defense attache officers. I thought he was Air Force. 
I've heard he's Army. I don't know. 
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Q But there was never a roster or manifest created for the 
flight? 

A NOj sir. 

Q Was there anybody else that you saw that you could recall 
that perhaps looked out of place j they weren't maybe company people 
or they weren't State Department? Anybody that gave you that 
impression? 

A NOj sir. 

Mr. Tolar. That's all I have. Thank you very much. Appreciate 
your time. 

Mr. Kenny. Off the record. 

[Whereupon, at 3:20 p.m., the interview was concluded.] 
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Mn. Tolar. Good morning j sir. 

This is a transcribed interview of General Dohn Kelly^ United 
States Marine CorpSj conducted by the House Committee on Benghazi. 
This interview is being conducted voluntarily as part of the 
committee's investigation into the attacks on U.S. facilities in 
Benghazi^ Libya, and related matters pursuant to House Resolution 567 
of the 113th Congress and House Resolution 5 of the 114th Congress. 

Sir, would you please state your name for the record? 

General Kelly, lohn F. Kelly, United States Marine Corps, 
retired. 

Mr. Tolar. Thank you. So the committee appreciates your time 
here today. It is very important. It is much obliged. 

My name is Mac Tolar, and I ' m with the committee ' s majority staff. 
At this point, I'd ask everyone in the room to please introduce 
themselves, starting to my left with Craig. 

Mr. Missakian . Craig Missakian, General, with majority staff. 
Good to meet you. 

Ms. Rauch . Laura Rauch with the minority staff. 

Ms. Sawyer. Heather Sawyer with the minority staff. 

Ms. Green . Shannon Green, minority staff. 

Mr. Hudson . Bill Hudson with the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense General Counsel. 

Mr. Richards . Edward Richards with DOD OGC. 

Mr. Tolar. If the court reporters will note for the record that 
Congressman Iordan and Congressman Westmoreland are also present. 
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please . 

And, sin, just in terms of the ground rules for this morning, 
what's going to happen is the majority is going to ask questions for 
1 hour. At that time, we'll take a head call, and then the minority 
will have an opportunity to ask questions for an hour. We will continue 
to rotate that way until each of us have exhausted all of our questions. 
Does that make sense? 

General Kelly. Sure. 

Mr. Tolar. Perfect. 

As you can see, we've got reporters here. Katy and Catalina are 
taking down everything we say verbatim. As we go through, they're 
going to try and get as clear a record, transcript as they can. As 
such, I would ask that you please avoid answering questions with a nod 
of your head or "uh-huh" or "huh-uh." Please say "yes" or "no." 

General Kelly. Got it. 

Mr. Tolar. Otherwise, they will kick me with their shoe or 
something. 

General Kelly. All right. 

Mr. Tolar. Also, please try to avoid talking over one another. 
I have a tendency to do that sometimes, and I apologize in advance when 
I do, but if you could do the same. 

General Kelly. Sure. 

Mr. Tolar. To the best of your ability, please share with the 
committee what you recall specifically. If you're unsure of a 
response, please don't guess. lust say "I don't know." That's okay. 



1241 


6 


If you know who might have the answer to that question^ I'd 
appreciate hearing thatj or where that answer could be -- where we might 
gain that answer j we'd appreciate that. 

For the record, please note Mr. Pompeo is also present. 

Mr. Pompeo. Hello, General Kelly. How are you doing? 

Mr. Tolar. As well as Phil Kiko, the staff director for the 
Committee on Benghazi; as well as Chris Donesa, the deputy staff 
director for the committee. 

Sir, you are required to answer questions from Congress 
truthfully. Do you understand that? 

General Kelly. I do. 

Mr. Tolar. This also applies to questions posed by congressional 
staff in an interview. Do you understand this? 

General Kelly. I do. 

Mr. Tolar. Witnesses that knowingly provide false testimony 
could be subject to criminal prosecution for perjury and/or for making 
false statements. Do you understand this? 

General Kelly. I do. 

Mr. Tolar. Is there any reason why you cannot provide truthful 
answers to today's questions? 

General Kelly. No reason why. 

Mr. Tolar. Sir, that's the end of my preamble. 

Does the minority have anything to add? 

Ms. Green. General, we just very much appreciate you coming in 
to talk with us voluntarily. And it's a privilege to have you here. 
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and we look forward to your testimony. 

General Kelly. Thanks. 

Mr. Tolar. For the record j please note that Chairman Gowdy is 
present. 

The clock on the wall says 9:37. Sir, we are going to go on the 
record and begin asking questions. 

EXAMINATION 

BY MR. TOLAR: 

Q Would you please walk me through your billets as a flag 
officer in the Marine Corps? 

A My billets as a flag officer. 

Q Yes, sir. 

A I started out as brigadier general with the -- I was the 
assistant division commander of the First Marine Division. And that 
2-year period, from 2002 to 2004, most of that time was spent in Iraq. 
Started, of course, with the invasion of Iraq and then finished roughly 
2 years later when I was reassigned duty as the Marine Corps' 
legislative assistant. We really worked for the Commandant, but 
technically you worked for the Secretary of the Navy. 

Did that for 3 years, so '04 to '07. Made major general while 
I was in that billet. Was then reassigned to the West Coast to command 
the First Marine Expeditionary Force. That's a corps-level -- if 
you're talking Army, that would be a corps-level organization. And 
I took that organization back into Iraq for 14 months, '08- '09. 

There were in the neighborhood of, I would say -- pretty good 



1243 


8 

number -- it would be 40,000 U.S. military personnel, mostly Marines 
but a lot of soldiers as well, and about 100,000 Iraqi police and 
soldiers that worked for me during that period. 

I came out of that in early '09 and was assigned duty or promoted 
to three stars after confirmation by the Senate and spent the better 
part of 2 years commanding the Marine Corps Reserve Component, and 
that's headquartered in New Orleans. 

At the end of that, I was drafted by Secretary Gates -- and I say 
that in a positive way, having been actually drafted in 1970, which 
wasn't so positive -- but drafted by Secretary Gates as a three-star 
to be what's called the SMA, the senior military assistant. Very, 
very, very unique job. 

And when Secretary Gates left after 5 months, I continued on with 
Secretary Panetta . Did that till November of ' 12 when I then confirmed 
by the Senate and went and took demand in November '12 of the United 
States Southern Command headquartered out of Miami. 

Then retired from Active Duty on the 1st of February this year. 

Q Talk to me briefly about your responsibilities as a COCOM 
commander. And in terms of the responsibilities, does it vary from 
COCOMs in terms of authority and things of that nature? 

A The way the U.S. military is organized, the combatant 
commanders, of course, are considered to be the so-called warfighters. 
They ' re the operators, four-stars. The service chiefs, members of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, are title 10 guys and -- well, guys now -- and 
they are responsible to the Nation to train, organize, and equip their 
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organizations fon fightingj for warfare. So they train, organize, and 
equip through the process in the Pentagon, and then they give those 
units to COCOMs to fight. That's what they do as service chiefs. 

What they do as members of the Toint Chiefs of Staff, of course, 
is meet together with the Chairman of the loint Chiefs of Staff on a 
regular basis -- twice a week is a rule -- and sort out other things, 
to include operational things. And, of course, the Chairman and the 
Vice Chairman, both of whom are four-stars, spend a great deal of 
time -- and that is really where kind of the political and the military 
comes together in many ways -- and they spend a great deal of time -- I 
know the Vice Chief, in particular, regardless of who he is, spends 
a great deal of time in the White House, back and forth, going to one, 
I'm sure, hugely interesting meeting after another. 

So back on the COCOMs. The COCOMs are the warfighters. Their 
direct boss is the Secretary of Defense. And in the chain of command, 
it's one more level to the President of the United States. As a COCOM, 
your staff is constantly interacting with the loint Staff in the 
Pentagon. The COCOM himself will interact a lot with the staff on an 
as-needed basis. But it's very important to understand that the staff 
is not in the chain of command of a COCOM. The President is at the 
top, the Secretary of Defense, and then we COCOMs work for the Secretary 
directly. 

So day to day, week to week, when a COCOM looks at his area of 
operations -- they're oftentimes very, very different. Mine was 
overwhelmingly taken up with partnership-building and with drug 
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interdiction. And my responsibility was the entire Caribbean and 
everything south of Mexico. Mexico was not in my area of 
responsibilityj butj in fact, we worked with the Mexicans all the time. 

And I think in my case more so than perhaps the other combatant 
commanders, we were really the model for interagency cooperation, 
meaning in the interdiction-of-drugs world, in the protection of the 
southwest border, it's really where the military -- that's me -- comes 
together with Homeland Security and Justice and Treasury. So my 
day-to-day relationships with FBI, DEA, all of the, you know -- 

Q Sure. 

A -- was constant, I think probably much more so than the other 
combatant commanders. 

Q So I -- 

A But -- okay. I'm sorry. 

Q No, please, go ahead. 

A Well, we didn't control everything, obviously. The State 
Department plays a big role in the world. 

Q What do you mean "control everything," please? 

A Well, as an example, if I wanted to -- which happened many, 
many, many times -- if I wanted to open an initiative with the 
country -- and we were very, very close and I think all the combatant 
commanders were very close, as a general rule, with the country teams. 
We might be closer with the country teams than the country 
teams -- that's the Ambassador and his embassy team -- in some cases, 
maybe closer with them than they are to Washington. Generally 



1246 


11 


speaking j very close. Every country is very different. 

So I found -- and I think I could speak for the COCOMs -- generally 
speakingj you are talking^ the staff or the COCOM himself, talking to 
the right people in the embassy all the time. 

Now, again, the interagency -- and I speak here mostly about the 
State Department -- they've got their own views, different cultures, 
different ways of looking at problems, certainly different ways of 
looking at solving problems. And so we would have to not defer to them 
but certainly work out issues with the State Department and, you know, 
usually pretty successful in doing it. 

But, again, two different cultures, two different ways of doing 
business. But for sure, a COCOM cannot insert himself into something 
in a country without the State Department agreeing to it. 

Q Let's get back to that in a few minutes, if you don't mind. 

A Sure. 

Q In terms of your authority as a COCOM commander, did you 
have the authority to waive crew day for pilots operating in your AOR? 

A I could have done that. 

Q You could have. How far down the chain below you could 
someone waive crew day? 

A That would be in my -- either myself or my deputy, a 
three-star, whoever that would be. But, frankly, if I didn't have 
authority to do anything that I thought I needed to do, I picked the 
phone up and call the Secretary of Defense, who would be my boss. If 
I got pushback on anything that I thought was critical, I would call 
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the Secnetany of Defense. 

Q Could you waive cnew nest? 

A Never came up^ so I'm not sure^ so I don't want to guess 
at it. But if I couldn't waive it, again, in a second I would call 
the people that could waive it. 

Q And, again. General Dempsey was not in your chain of command 
per se, correct? You went straight to the Secretary of Defense? 

A Right. 

Q Thank you. 

Talk to me a little bit about your billet as the SMA and kind of 
what your day-to-day routine was, standing meetings or briefings, how 
you interacted with the Secretary, et cetera. 

A Unique job. Every Secretary, I think, is different to 
one degree or another with his SMA. I know Secretary Gates did it 
slightly different than Secretary Panetta did. But, generally, very 
few people know about the billet, or care about it may be a better way 
to put it, but it is a hugely influential billet. 

Q How so? 

A Well, you are literally, you know, in bed with the Secretary 

of Defense almost 24/7. You're in his office less -- 

Q "Literally." Do you have a desk in his office? 

A Well, right outside his office, yeah. But, you know, you 

didn't go through -- the SMA, generally speaking, is the gatekeeper, 
meaning no one was between me and the Secretary of Defense, either one 
of them that I work for, both tremendous gentlemen. 
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My counterpart originally with Secretary Gates was Robert Rangel^ 
who had been there for a number of years with Secretary Gates. When 
Secretary Panetta came in^ the only person he brought with him was 
leremy Bash, leremy and I worked side by side^ very quickly 
established a friendship and a working relationship, leremy did 
probably 90 percentj 80 percent of the interaction, the 
chief-of-staff -type interactions with the political types -- State 
Department, at the higher levels, NSS, that kind of thing -- for a lot 
of different reasons. I did all the rest. 

So my workday, as an example -- I lived over at the Navy Yard at 
the time. My workday would generally start at my desk at 4 a.m., where 
I would start the process of reading all of the emails. Neither 
Secretary Gates nor Secretary Panetta used email. Secretary Gates had 
an email account, but it was between him and his wife and his kids. 
He never took anything official over his email. Consequently, I got 
about 400 emails a day, which is fine; it's the job. 

So I'd be at the desk at 4 a.m. Both Secretaries would roll in 
about 7:30. At that point, the day is set up for them, and then we 
start the process, "Okay, this is what your day looks like, boss . " Very 
early on, right after that would be the CIA would come in, CIA briefer, 
to give them the Presidential book brief. 

In my case, in both Secretaries of Defense, I was in every meeting 
I wanted to be, and I was in the vast majority of the meetings just 
because I would, you know, take notes and, frankly, hold the briefer 
accountable. If it was a sloppy brief, I wouldn't hesitate to stop 
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the brief and say, "Try again tomonnow." 

Q Other than the morning PBB brief, were there any other 
standing briefings or meetings with you or the Secretary? 

A I mean, my involvement with him was constant. So there was 
never a meeting between Dohn Kelly or leremy Bash; it was constant. 

Q Sir, I apologize. I mean the briefings delivered to you 
and/or to Secretary Panetta from somebody else other than the PBB brief. 

A That would be on a case-by-case basis according to the 
schedule . 

Q Okay. Nothing outstanding that was -- 

A As a general rule, no. It would just be case by case. 

Now, people, particularly Secretary Panetta, who is very much a 
talker, he would have a lot more people just do, not drop-ins, but 
drive-bys, if you will, to bring them up on something. 

And I adjusted to the way that Mr. Panetta worked. I would 
oftentimes just call down to the loint Staff, as an example, and say, 
"Hey, send a one-star or maybe a two-star up here or even a colonel. 
He had a question in the intel this morning." And I would do that for 
two reasons: one, to get the younger guy, if you can imagine a one- or 
two-star as being younger, but to get him or her up in front of the 
Secretary just for professional development purposes; and they're the 
ones with the information. 

Q Did you participate in phone calls with the Secretary? 

A Always. 

Q How did you do that? 
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A He'd never get on the phone without -- I would say, as a 
general rule, never get on the phone without me. The phone in the 
Secretary's office -- all of the phones have two receivers. They're 
both push-to-talk. So if someone called in, the scheduler would come 
directly to me sometimes and say, hey, so-and-so is on the phone. It 
could be the National Security Advisor; it could be a lot of different 
people. 

I'd go in, tell the boss, the Secretary, they want to talk to you 
about whatever. And I would say, remember the brief you got 2 weeks 
ago, and, you know, this is -- and I'd frame it for him, although 
99 percent of the time they could converse. 

Then they'd pick the phone up, and in the course of the 
conversation we'd both be listening in. And sometimes I would -- we'd 
be talking sometimes as the person is talking, asking whatever. And, 
of course, when the Secretary needed to respond, he would press the 
little button and respond. 

This was the same thing on weekends. If anyone wanted to talk 
to the Secretary of Defense on weekends, they'd call me first. My 
weekend routine was just about the same as my regular workday, roughly 
4 a.m. to about 2000 at night. And once whether it was the White House 
or whoever called me and said so-and-so wants to talk to the 
Secretary -- it wasn't all that common on weekends that someone at a 
high level would want to talk to him, but it'd be the same routine. 

I'd then get the Secretary on the phone. Secretary Panetta, as 
you probably know, went home to California quite a bit on 
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weekends -- get him on the phone if he was close to a ned switch. If 
notj we'd have to put the thing on ice until he'd get close to a ned 
switch. And then he'd get on. I'd bring in whoever wanted to talk 
to him. They'd have a conversation and then -- so it's a very, very 
influential billet. 

Q lust for the record, what's a red switch? 

A I'm sorry. Red switch would be a phone that you could 
converse on in a classified way up to Top Secret. 

Q Thank you. 

Prior to today, sir, have you ever been questioned about the 
events surrounding the attacks in Benghazi? 

A I have not. 

Q Are you familiar with the Accountability Review Board, the 

ARB? 

A No. I don't -- no. I mean, I left the job shortly after 
Benghazi, so I'm not familiar with that. 

Q It was the -- the ARB was established to do an inquiry into 
the events surrounding ARB right after the incident in early -- 
A I probably know that as an after-action effort. 

Q You were not questioned by the ARB? 

A No. No. 

Q Sir, have you ever been to Libya? 

A I have. 

Q How many times? 

A Well, you know, not to make a joke here, but back in the 
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old days, we went pretty close to Libya and drew the mountain, did some 
bombing there. That's when I was aboard a Navy ship, but we never did 
land . 

But the most recent, or the only real time was when I was with 
Secretary Panetta in, I think, December 'll. We did a quick 
touch-and-go coming back from Iraq, Afghanistan, as I recollect, went 
into it. 

And I would, as the SMA, build a lot of these trips. I mean, there 
were standard trips that would draw him to travel. And it was probably 
my idea to say, why don't we swing through Libya if the State Department 
approves, do a touch-and-go there. It probably would look good. You 
could make some conversation. 

In retrospect, I probably wish I hadn't done it, just because it 
was a pretty dicey stop from at least the guy that was nominally 
responsible for the Secretary's safety. 

Q Who was with you on that trip? 

A Well, the Secretary, and certainly leremy Bash was with him. 

Beyond that, I'd have to actually query the team over there because -- 

Q That's not important, sir. 

A Okay. 

Q It's okay. 

A Now, in Iraq -- I mean, in Libya, Carter Ham met us on the 
ground, who was the COCOM, AFRICOM. So he was there. Gene Cretz, who 
was the Ambassador, was on the ground. And we met various other members 
of the Libyan Government, such as it is or was. The Prime Minister 
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fon sure we met with. 

Q What constitutes a touch-and-go? 

A When you don't spend the nighty essentially. Short period 
of time, relatively short period of time. 

Q So you met with General Ham, you met with Ambassador Cretz, 
you met with some local folks. Did you do anything else that day? 

A Well, we went down to the American Cemetery, where a number 
of young men were killed in 1805, and he laid a wreath there. That 
was a little bit -- the cemetery was a little bit on the news at the 
time, so we swung through there and laid a wreath. 

But with the exception of that, we didn't do anything but meet 
with the Ambassador, meet with some local politicians, you know, 
Libyans, lay a wreath, and then we're out of there. 

We staged out of Sigonella. We flew the normal airplanes, the 
747, and then flew into Libya by C-17, a more tactical airplane. 

Q Given your experience in the Marine Corps, some 
40-something years at the time, what was your impression of the security 
situation on the ground in Libya? You were in Tripoli, you said? 

A Tripoli, yeah. 

Q What was your impression of the situation in Tripoli at the 

time? 

A Well, when we got off the airplane, our security people were 
United States Army, mostly very, very, very experienced guys. They 
had come out of the MP field. But they were mostly warrant officers 
or senior enlisted, I'd say, you know, E7s and above. 
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And oun advance team would always -- no matter where we landed^ 
there would be an advance team there. And when I got off the airplane, 
I can't remember which one said it to me, he said, hey, lesus Christ, 
sir, we ought not to be here. And I said -- 

Q What did he mean by that? 

A Well, what he said was there doesn't seem to be 
anyone -- when they would do the advance work, they would plug into 
the local -- obviously the embassy, and then they would work with the 
local security people. And what he meant by that was there is no, like, 
local security police or whatever apparatus to work with; it's all 
militias . 

And in our drive from the airport to the American Embassy, I 
recollect going through at least four and probably five checkpoints, 
each one of them manned by not official, but by militia guys. They 
weren't in any way in uniform. I mean, you know, some of them might 
have had on a camouflage set of trousers or a camouflage shirt, but 
they certainly were not official military or police. 

I mean, that really had the hair on the back of my head going. 
You know, we were pretty heavily armed, the security folks are. But 
it caught their attention, caught my attention. 

Q Caught whose attention? 

A Caught the security guys' attention on the ground and the 
advance people. 

Usually, when we land somewhere, things are very, very stable in 
the sense of we've got the right people on the ground, whether it's 



1255 


20 

U.S. military or the local police. Obviously^ you don't worry about 
it if you lived in -- I was going to say BrusselSj but I guess you would 
now. But you wouldn't worry about it if you landed in a country like 
Europe or China or something like that. Butj certainly, when you get 
into a place like Iraq or Afghanistan, there would be a very serious 
contingent of American soldiers on the ground. So security was pretty 
important . 

So Libya was not what we were used to, not what I think the 
Secretary -- not what our detail would have accepted. 

Q Did you share your concerns with Secretary Panetta at the 

time? 

A I just mentioned, I'm sure, that, "Hey, boss, this place 
is a little bit dicey. We need to get in and out of here. lust, let's 
watch ourselves." The Secretary of Defense had a lot of confidence 
in people that worked for him. He said, "Okay, got it." So -- 

Q When Secretary Panetta had his conversation with General 
Ham, was it just the two of them, or was the Ambassador present also? 

A Well, you know, it was more of a -- the Ambassador was not 
always present with us, but, you know, the typical thing would be, you 
know, the general was there, they talked, they chatted, we went to the 
Embassy. There was no one-on-ones, if that's what you're getting at. 

Q In the discussions between the Secretary and General Ham, 
did the security situation in Tripoli and/or Libya come up? Do you 
recall? 

A It for sure came up. And certainly it's my recollection 
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that that was a hopeful period in terms of, you know, Qadhafi was gone, 
they were getting organized. 

Q Is this your opinion, or is -- 

A This was what was presented by the country team discussion. 
This was a hopeful period, things were getting better. 

Q "Country team" meaning the Ambassador's people? 

A Ambassador and -- you know, typically, a country team 

meeting would be the Ambassador, the DCM -- that's the number two in 
the Embassy -- security guys, depending what embassy. You know, in 
my case, it would be law enforcement. In other cases -- and there's 
always intelligence people there at the table. And I think, generally 
speaking, it was things are getting better. 

Q Did General Ham express any concerns to the Secretary about 
needs or requirements that had been requested, unfulfilled, et cetera? 

A No. He was -- there was more of a courtesy. I know, 
obviously -- I mean, you know, again, his boss gave his impressions 
about how things were going. And I think, again, an awful lot of it 
depended on what the opinion of the country team was at the time. 

Q In your discussion with the country team and Ambassador 

Cretz, did the situation or did the discussion ever revolve around 

military assets being deployed in support of the Embassy operations 
at this time? 

A At that moment in time, I would say no. 

Q It did not. 

A No. 
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Q Any other alarms or issues expressed by anyone in those 
discussions on the ground that day, whether it was General Ham or the 
Ambassador or Secretary Panetta? 

A Well, as a general comment, the fact that the militias 
seemed to be in charge, you know, it's never a good thing. When you 
get to a country and you're hearing that things are getting back 
together pretty good, and then you get there and you realize that, you 
know, much of the city is being -- well, certainly the city was being 
controlled by factions, all of whom, we were, it's my recollection, 
were assured were friendly factions and over time they'd work out their 
differences or whatever. 

Q Was Benghazi ever discussed? 

A Never. Not on that trip. 

Q I ' 11 tell you what. At this moment, sir, I ' m going to defer 
to Congressman Iordan and let him ask a few questions so that he can 
get out and get some votes. They'll be called in a few minutes. 

Mr. Iordan . Thank you, Mac. 

General, thank you for your service and for being here. 

I'm going to try to run through some documents that we put 
together. So the first one here is -- you can mark that whatever you 
want, Sheria. 

[Kelly Exhibit No. 1 

Was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Iordan . This is a -- let's look at page 2. This is an email 
from Bruce Lindsey, Deputy Director of Operations at the National 
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Military Command Centenj to you and to others, including General 
Dempsey. 

We're going to the day of the attack. So page 2. 

General Kelly. Page 2. 

Mr. Iordan . Right under "Classification," "Chairman, Vice 
Chairman, Gen Ham, General Kelly." 

Time is 4:32. So the attack happens at -- and all these are 
eastern time. The attack happens at 3:42. Is this the first, in your 
recollection, the first time you learned of what was going on that day 
in Benghazi, or shortly before this, I would guess? 

General Kelly. Yeah, shortly before that, for sure. 
Congressman. It's my recollection a phone call came up probably, you 
know, from the command center saying, hey, something is going on. 

Mr. Jordan . Okay. A phone call to Secretary Panetta -- 

General Kelly. Would haye come to me. 

Mr. Jordan . And you conyeyed that to -- 

General Kelly. Yeah. 

Mr. Jordan . Okay. When we talked to the Secretary, that's what 
he indicated. 

Okay. Tell me, that second sentence -- or first sentence, "The 
White House just conyened a NOIWON" -- what does that stand for? 

General Kelly. No idea. 

Mr. Jordan . No idea? 

General Kelly. That's their acronym. 

Mr . Jordan . Okay . 
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General Kelly. I ' m sure it ' s some type of an action committee -- 

Mr. Iordan . Yeah. 

General Kelly. -- you know. 

Mr. Iordan . And were you part of that conference? 

General Kelly. I was not. 

Mr. Iordan . You were not. Okay. Would Secretary Panetta haye 
been part of that? 

General Kelly. You know, as you know, I think. Congressman, 
Secretary Panetta and Marty Dempsey, General Dempsey, were on the way 
oyer, more or less, at this time for a regularly scheduled meeting with 
the White House staff. 

Mr. Iordan . I was getting to that next. Okay. 

General Kelly. So they were on the way oyer. I don't 
belieye -- I know Secretary Panetta would not haye been drawn into 
something like that. That's an internal meeting for the -- 

Mr. Iordan . Okay. Fine. So that meeting, when Secretary 
Panetta was with us, he said that meeting occurred around 6 o'clock. 

General Kelly. Okay. 

Mr. Iordan . And he went to the White House for the regularly 
scheduled meeting. Were you in that meeting? 

General Kelly. No. Typically -- in fact, in my case -- and I 
can elaborate if you want. But, generally speaking, no one went to 
the White House meetings with the Secretary. 

Mr. Iordan . Okay. Okay. Because earlier you said I'm in 
eyery -- I think you said in eyery meeting -- 
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General Kelly. I should have made that clear. If he went to the 
White House -- 

Mr. Iordan . But that's the one time you didn't go with him. 

General Kelly. Didn't go. 

Mr. Iordan. But all times you didn't go with him. This was not 
an exception that night. 

General Kelly. Exactly right. 

Mr. Iordan . Got it. 

So then let me go to a second document here. Okay. This is what 
we called -- this is an email from leremy Bash. 

Ms. Clarke . I'm going to mark this as exhibit 2. 

[Kelly Exhibit No. 2 

Was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Iordan . What I'm trying to do is just work through the 
timeline here. This is about an hour after the meeting with the 
President, or approximately an hour. It's 7:19. You call this the 
spinning-up email that Mr. Bash sent to a number of people at the State 
Department and copied you. 

Do you recall this email? 

General Kelly. I don't. I'm on it. I read it. At the time, 
it would've been something that -- you know, leremy, again, because 
of the dynamics at the White House relative, I think, to uniformed 
military people, particularly senior military people, leremy tended 
to do all of the political stuff. They trusted him more. That's my 


view. So back and forth to the senior members of the NSS or State 
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Department on somethingj lenemy had it. 

Now, what spinning means, if that's youn question, spinning would 
be, you know, we'ne getting forces lined up, as an example. When this 
first came in, when we first got the call, when I first got the call 
that there was a problem at one of our embassies or consulates, as a 
military guy, I just start immediately starting to plan the response. 
Different in other cultures in this city, but military guys do that 
right away. 

So the first thing I thought about was, okay, we got FAST Marines 
that, frankly, some of us have been recommending go to Libya since we 
opened the Embassy. But I know I've got 100 FAST Marines, 

and they're So the 

first thing that came to mind. 

There's also a force -- all the COCOMs have it -- the Combatant 
Commanders In-extremis Force. Typically, that In-extremis Force is 
a special operations bunch of guys. It's not real big. The one in 
Europe -- and we've found out immediately what it was up to, and it 
was in the Balkans on a normal training mission. 

Mr. Iordan . Right. 

General Kelly. And so the National Military Command 
Center -- and, again, at this point -- I think the Congressman knows 
this -- at this point, really, the ball to a very, very large degree 
is in AFRICOM's court. They are the warfighters. It just so happened 
Carter Ham happened to be in town that day, that he happened to be there. 
So his staff, I can only imagine, went from the normal 35,000 RPMs to 
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150,000 RPMs immediately. 

So you had the FAST Marines --we had really no real idea what 
was going on other than there was an attack. So you had the FAST 
Marines, who are specially trained Marines . They ' re infantry Marines, 
so they're gunfighters, but they also receive specialized training in 
doing fixed-site security. They specifically do this at our 
embassies, consulates, or even at a naval base. And they're ready to 
go, as I say, on a pretty quick string. You've got to get a bird down, 
pick them up, and then you've got to drive them to take them to wherever 
they are. 

The In-extremis Force guys are ready to go pretty much on a 
moment's notice. And, again, they had been on an exercise. And by 
this time, there ' s no doubt in my mind that AFRICOM was already spinning 
up and moving. 

Mr. Iordan . Okay. You mentioned the three assets that I was 
going to talk about. Let me do a couple things here first. 

When we interviewed Secretary Panetta, he said at some time before 
this email went out, sometime between when he met the President and 
when Mr. Bash sends this email, he ordered deployment. He ordered, 
"Take the hill," was the term -- 

General Kelly. Right. 

Mr. Iordan . -- that the Secretary used when he sat right there 

in your seat. 

And the three forces or three assets you just briefly talked about 


were eventually moving. 
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didn't leave^ though^ until 4:45 the next day^ 
4:45 a.m. on the 12th. The In-extnemis Force in the Balkans didn't 
leave until 10:21 the next day^ the 12th. And the first asset you 
mentioned, the FAST platoon in Spain, didn't leave until 12 noon. 

And the question many of us are trying to grapple with is, if 
Secretary Panetta meets with the President at 6, sometime between 6 
and 7:19 on the 11th says "take the hill," but these forces don't start 
moving until the next day. Why what I would perceive -- maybe not, 
but what I would view and I think what many Americans would view -- why 
the delay? 

General Kelly. I can help you out here, I think. First -- 

Mr. Iordan . Before you answer that, if you could. General 
Kelly -- 

General Kelly. Sure. 

Mr. Iordan. -- in the same email, it says -- as you're answering 
the question I pose, do it in the context also of "assuming 
Principals" -- plural -- "agree to deploy these elements." When we 
talked to Secretary Panetta, he said he was the only principal that 
mattered. If he said go, it meant go. But that's not the -- you know, 
Mr. Bash chose to use the plural there. So give it to me in that 
context, as well. 

General Kelly. Okay. 

The Secretary authorizes the movement of military personnel, 
large and small. 


Mr. Tolar. To where? 
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General Kelly. Anywhere in the world. 

Mr. Tolar. Including Libya? 

General Kelly. Generally speakings nothing moyes without the 
Secretary of Defense giying authorization in what's called the Orders 
Book to moye. That could be a corps; that could be 25^000 men and women. 
Or that could be a yery small detachment. We're talking here about 
relatiyely small detachments. He then releases that authority to the 
COCOMj and then the COCOM manages the rest of it. 

By this timOj CongressmaOj I would put myself in a -- thinking 
purely military here^ putting myself in General Carter's seat and in 
his senior staff's seat in Stuttgart j they would be trying to gather 
as much information as they possibly could about what's going on on 
the ground. 

As an example^ could a transport airplane haye taken off and 
landed at the Benghazi Airport^ whateyer passes for an airport there? 
Sure. Would a responsible COCOM launch an airplane in what we're now 
seeing is mayhem, I would expect -- and, again, I think from the time 
I was there with Secretary Panetta in 'll, December 'll, until this 
particular time -- and, again, most of that time I was in SOUTHCOM 
worrying about the southwest border and the drugs. But my guess is 
that things deteriorated nonstop until, you know, what exists on the 
ground today. 

So the military guy is going to say, what's on the ground and where 
can we put people? And so the obyious thing is we put the In-extremis 
Force or the Marines into a C-17 and fly them there. Okay, what's on 
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the ground? This is what I would -- what's on the ground? Do we have 
anyone on the ground? What are the atmospherics? We don't know. 
Who's in charge of that airport? Some militia. Is this the same 
militia that apparently worked with the attackers --my view, at least, 
had to have worked with the attackers to go after Benghazi? Don't know. 

Mr. Tolar. Uh-huh. 

General Kelly. So to have launched a defenseless, you know, C-17 
there, I would, as the commander, have wanted to know more about what's 
on the ground. 

Now, we can do a lot of things to find out what's on the ground. 
Ideally, you would hope -- you would hope -- you would think that we 
had at least contacts through, say, the Central Intelligence Agency 
with contacts on the ground. So that's one set of inputs. Another 
set of inputs, frankly, is just to put people -- you know, technology, 
drones or whatever, ISR. The ISR, you know, can report what it sees, 
but the atmospherics, the people who's running the airport, you 
wouldn't know. 

I suspect -- I'm guessing, but I suspect the delay -- again. 
Secretary of Defense says, "You have my authority. Go." Then the 
warfighter, the COCOM, then turns that into action over some period 
of time. And, in this case, I'm just guessing. Congressman, but I bet 
any delay was basically what's going on on the ground. Can we land 
a C-17 in there full of Americans relatively safely? Or when they get 
on the ground, will that C-17 be hit by RPGs, or will the people on 
the airplane be taken captive? I'm guessing, but I suspect that's how 
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it would -- 

Mn. Tolar. Sir^ just to be clearj when you say the Secretary says 
go, that includes all the way into Libya. It's not limited to the ISBs 
or stuff like that. He literally has at this point the authority to 
go into Libya -- 

General Kelly. Unless he's limited. It would not be 
unusual -- and, again, I believe -- I don't believe -- he said go. 
Now, he could have put a restriction on that. He didn't, to the best 
of my knowledge, as in, you know, move them to forward bases. Sigonella 
is an example. Or move up the -- you know, you have the Marines 

] You have other 

Okay. Have them all on a 1-hour string. 
You know, he could put some limitations on them. 

Mr. Iordan . But did he? 

General Kelly. But I don't think so. 

Mr. Iordan . Well, do you think he -- 

General Kelly. In my recollection, he gave us -- he gave the 
military commander the authority to move forces. 

Mr. Iordan . Okay. So there were no strings put on any -- the 
order to take the hill, there were no limitations, restrictions, 
caveats, anything put on that order. 

General Kelly. Not to my recollection. Congressman. 

Mr. Iordan . Okay. Okay. So I want you to look at this next 
document . 

General Kelly. But if -- let me just add another point. 
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Obviously -- not obviously to maybe everyone in the room -- the 
Secretary of State and her senior staff get a vote, and, obviously, 
the NSS gets a vote. And the NSS is very, very -- I never worked this 
closely with any other NSS before, but I can tell you in my experience 
is very, very, very controlling about what happens and, I would say, 
micromanages . 

So there's very little, if anything, that happens that I can -- 

Mr. Iordan . Back up. NSS? 

General Kelly. National security staff. White House. 

Mr. Iordan . Okay. I want to make sure. 

General Kelly. There's very little that happens or doesn't 
happen that is not, in my view, approved at the NSS. 

Mr. Tolar. Why do they get a vote, sir? If the President told 
Panetta "go" and Panetta told Ham "go," why do they get a vote? 

General Kelly. Every President has a different relationship in 
how he does business. And, again, in this particular administration, 
again, my experience has been it's a fairly close-hold 
approval/disapproval authority on things. 

Mr. Tolar. So when Secretary Panetta said he had the authority 
to send them in, he really didn 't. It sounds like that State Department 
had trumps. 

General Kelly. As you go up the chain of command, there ' s trumps . 

Mr. Tolar. Did State Department delay the Secretary's ability 
to launch forces that night? 

General Kelly. I don't know. 
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Mn. Tolar. Who would know? 

I'm sorry. 

Mr. Iordan . Let's throw this document away. 

General Kelly. Okay. 

Ms. Sawyer. I think we haye -- you knowj I am going to object 
and interject here^ because we haye the transcript from Secretary 
Panetta. We know what Secretary Panetta saidj and we know that he 
unequiyocally said that the State Department was not inyolyed. 

So if you want to -- he did say that. 

Mr . Iordan . Okay . 

General Kelly. Okay. 

Ms. Sawyer. We will happily show you that transcript, but -- 

General Kelly. I belieye you. Heather. 

Mr. Iordan . General Kelly -- 

Ms. Sawyer. I mean, we 'ye been doing this for 4 years. 

General Kelly. I mean, I'm not suggesting that they did. I 
mean, they do get a yote in an awful lot of things. In this particular 
case, what you're saying is Panetta said moye, that gets passed to the 
COCOM, and now he's working out what "moye" means, how to do it and 
all of that. But once again, along the way, you haye people that can 
interyene . 

Mr. Tolar. Yes, sir. 

Go ahead. Congressman. 

Mr. Iordan . When you look at -- 

General Kelly. I don 't know if they did, but you haye people that 
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can intervene. 

[Kelly Exhibit No. 3 

Was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Jordan . Let's look at page 2 and 3 of this third document j 
General. Let's go down to -- in the interest of time^ let's go down 
to, on page 2, kind of the third sentence or paragraph. "Secretary 
of Defense has directed FAST" -- that's what you'd mentioned earlier 
and we talked about that -- 

General Kelly. Those are the Marines, yeah. 

Mr. Jordan . -- "to make all preps to deploy but hold departure 

until we are sure we have clearance to land in Tripoli." 

Now, is that the clearance you were describing. General Kelly, 
like knowing what assets and what's available, what militia may be 
controlling the airport in Tripoli? Or is that clearance from the 
Government in Tripoli? Or what does that mean? 

General Kelly. It means all of that . You know, if you don't have 
clearance from the country to land, then you can't -- it's called 
country clearance -- you can't land. 

But at the same time, in what we were experiencing in Libya, I 
think any military person would want to know, more importantly, to me 
at least, because American lives depend on it, what's going on on the 
ground . 

Mr . Jordan . Okay . 

The second sentence of that paragraph, "We'll work with State to 
nail that down, but intent is to get security force augmentation into 
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Tripoli (not Benghazi)." 

Youn thoughts on that? 

General Kelly. What time was this email sent out? 

Mr. Iordan . This email was sent out at 9:36 p.m. 

General Kelly. I think -- I'm guessing^ butj again, as a former 
COCOM and someone that's done this, certainly Tripoli, in the yiew, 
I think, of the people who were writing this, of the military people, 
was a safer enyironment than, say, a Benghazi. I don't belieye until 
seyeral days later we had really any clarity on what had actually 
happened in Benghazi and why. And, of course, the inyestigation 
continues . 

In Tripoli, we knew they had, it's my recollection, normal flights 
in and out of the airport on, you know, some basis. So, certainly, 
getting people to Tripoli, as a COCOM, would haye been a safer bet. 
And, frankly, I think at that point, you know, we were doing -- that 
email -- 

Mr. Iordan . But here's what I'm haying trouble understanding. 
It's now been 6 hours since the attack started, 5 hours since our 
goyernment learned about it and our military learned about it, and we 
still don't haye clearance to land in Tripoli. And this is the same 
airport you landed in with the Secretary of Defense just a few months 
before this . And we can't get clearance to land when we know Americans 
are --we already know that two Americans haye been killed in Benghazi. 

Chairman Gowdy . Actually, not to interrupt my friend from Ohio, 
I'm not sure that we knew that the Ambassador was dead at this point. 
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did we? Which makes it all the more dramatic -- 

General Kelly. Yeah. 

Chairman Gowdy. -- that the decision was made to not go to 
Benghazi . 

Mr. Iordan . Well, we may or may not, because this email goes out 
a half an hour before Secretary Clinton sends out her statement for 
the goyernment that night, where she knew at that time. So we may not 
haye, because it's 30 minutes before that goes out. So the chairman 
is right; we may not haye known. 

But we do know there's a terrible thing going on in Benghazi, and 
we can't get clearance to land in 5 hours in Tripoli is -- 

General Kelly. Clearance to land in a country is worked through 
the State Department and the Embassy. So that would be the official 
clearance. It's a bureaucratic process between our embassy and the 
country that we want to go into. 

Mr. Jordan . So our military could haye been ready, you could haye 
had the FAST team in Spain ready to go and land in Tripoli, and you're 
waiting on the Secretary of State's office to giye you guys the thumbs 
up to implement the order that was giyen 4-1/2 hours before by the 
Secretary of Defense. 

General Kelly. I would say that's a correct assessment. 

Mr . Iordan . Okay . 

Then go down to the next paragraph, second sentence. "Remember 
Secretary of Defense holds final approyal to deploy the FAST team." 

If he's already said "go," what does that sentence mean? Because 
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he's already said "go." The FAST team is the first team you mentioned 
in yourj kind of, outlining the assets that were available. Why does 
the Secretary of Defense have to do something more? 

General Kelly. Let's go -- the paragraph that you were 
addressing that starts, "has directed FAST to make all preps to deploy 
but hold departure until we are sure we have clearance to land in 
Tripoli." Clearance to land, as I mentioned, in Tripoli comes from 
the country through the State Department. 

Mr. Iordan . Got it. 

General Kelly. The next one down, clearly, the FAST guys are 
ready to go and we're still waiting for clearance. Although the 
Secretary, you know, has approved them to go, now we still have to get 
that approval from the country. 

Mr. Iordan . But does the Secretary of Defense have to do 
something else? Once you get that approved, does he have to give the 
second order, okay, it's okay to now do what I said to do, you know, 
5 hours earlier? 

General Kelly. In this case, if the clearance had come in and 
said go, the FAST teams would have gone wheels up, because he'd already 
authorized that, as I read it. 

Mr. Iordan . So that was just redundant, the second sentence, 
"Remember the Secretary of Defense holds final approval to deploy the 
FAST pending the receipt of Tripoli country clearance." There didn't 
need to be anything else done once you got the clearance? 

General Kelly. If we had gotten clearance, he had already said 
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go- 

Mn. Iordan . All right. Let's go to the next page. 

General Kelly. Andj at this pointy you've got the Embassy 
dealing with Main State here in Washington. You've got -- certainly^ 
the COCOM is working with the country team. But that would be a normal 
clearance procedure from the country. 

Chairman Gowdy . limmy^ can I ask one question? 

Mr. Iordan . You sure can. 

Chairman Gowdy. Generalj one of the last sentences on page 2 of 
the exhibit you have in front of you: "But the point is to get the 
Marines on the ground securing the embassy in Tripoli as rapidly as 
we can move them." 

Why not Benghazi? Why are you worrying about securing Tripolij 
where there is no active threat? There may be concerns about threats, 
but there is no active threat. Where is the discussion of a response 
to Benghazi? 

General Kelly. That's a great question. Congressman. I go back 
to kind of my previous comments about, at this point, as you point out, 
Tripoli is relatively safe but don't know if they'll remain that way. 
It's an obvious next target, I guess. Frankly, in my view, the Marines 
should have already been on the ground since the day the Embassy opened. 
They weren't. We relied on other ways to do it . It was great thinking 
to get Marines on the ground. And as I said, they should have been 
there long before. 

Benghazi, I'm putting thoughts and I'm guessing at what the 
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COCOM -- but he didn't know what was going on. And he had approval 
from the Secretary to move people and to do things. He was doing some 
of those things with ISR, repositioning some. But I suspect it was 
the COCOM at this point who was not just satisfied that he could get 
U.S. military people into Benghazi in a way that wouldn't jeopardize 
all of their lives as well as whatever else was going on on the ground. 

And what time was this email? Sorry. 

Mr. Iordan . 9:36 p.m. 

General Kelly. 8:53 our time? 

Chairman Gowdy. 8:53 p.m. is what my copy says. 

General Kelly. It ' s my recollection that we at this point --and 
I stayed in the Pentagonj in the office, till well after midnight that 
night and was back in the office by about 4:30 the next morning. It's 
my recollection at this time we did not know where Stevens was. There 
were rumors that he had been evac'd to a hospital at the time, but we 
did not know where he was. 

And later in the evening, roughly midnight, unfortunately we got 
the word that made us all obviously happy, that he had been found, he 
was at the hospital, and he was okay. And by few hours later, of course, 
we knew that that wasn't the case. But the sense of relief, certainly, 
I think, in the State Department and certainly in the Secretary of 
Defense's office that we had found the -- someone had found him and 
he was being seen to was, you know, a real sense of relief. 

But to answer the questions, I don't think -- at this point, my 
only guess would be that Carter Ham was still working the "can we get 
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people into Benghazi safely," whether it was a C-17 or you just got 
smaller airplanes or something. 

Mr. Iordan . Well, not to belabor it, but I think the chairman 
makes a good point, because the sentence talks about intent is to get 
security force augmentation in Tripoli. But you didn't just not 
mention Benghazi; you specifically said not --or not you, but the email 
specifically says "not Benghazi." Did we ever intend to go to 
Benghazi? 

General Kelly. I can't answer that question. I don't know. 

Again, in the normal course of events, the COCOM would be focusing 
on the immediate problem, Benghazi, and trying to figure out how to 
solve that problem and not get a whole bunch of other Americans killed. 
But, by the same token, what else is going on in the region? You know, 
what's going on at Tripoli? Well, nothing. Well, you know, what is 
their protection posture? Well, we have a few militia people that are 
in uniform that are guarding the place and we have some other things. 
Then let's get some Marines on the ground there. 

We do this, not routinely, but pretty regularly when -- Sana'a, 
Yemen, is an example of this. Fifty Marines immediately on the ground, 
followed up by 125 additional Marines to protect our embassy. So this 
is not unusual, what's happening here, when an embassy is at threat. 
But I can't, at this point, do anything but kind of give you some sense 
of what the COCOM would be doing relative to Benghazi. 

Mr. Iordan . Flip over one page, if you could. General. In the 
final paragraph, the last, kind of the bigger paragraph, where we're 
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talking about the status of the Ambassadonj down near the bottom of 
the page -- 

General Kelly. Right. 

Mn . Iordan . - - "We ' re receiving numerous reports from high level 

Libyan officials that 'he's okay' or 'he's safe' but none of these 
assurances can be corroborated with his location or anything definitive 
to suggest he iSj in factj safe." 

Next sentence: "It's assumed amongst the staff here that they 
don't know where he is j either j and they ' re buying time to locate him." 

Any thoughts on what that "buying time" is all about? 

General Kelly. I've got to think they're referring to the 
Libyans as opposed tOj you knowj any folks we had on the ground. Andj 
as I said, this was about 9 o'clock, 2100. It was pretty close to 
midnight, I think, on a VTC where the word was, hey, we got him. And 
as you might imagine, everyone was very happy, very relieved. 

But the rumors were rampant about -- they found him, he was okay, 
we didn't know what that meant. And the people on the ground, of course 
AFRICOM, working this hard. And as it turned out, you know, he was 
dead. But, you know, he was certainly dead long before this, but -- 

Mr. Iordan . Yeah. So this is the Libyans buying time? 

General Kelly. I think so, yeah. 

Mr. Iordan. Yeah, that's how I read it as well. And the concern 
I have is that they're buying time to try to locate the Ambassador. 
They're concerned the American Ambassador has been taken hostage or 
killed or whatever may be going on. 
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Chairman Gowdy. I think his other concernj General -- and I 
don't want to put words in Chairman Iordan's mouthy but, again, kind 
of to reset, we know that we have one dead American. We know that there 
has been a firefight. Presumably, we know that State Department has 
been relocated to the Annex. I don't know whether or not we know in 
Washington that there's been further hostilities at the Annex. But 
you have an ambassador that is either missing or you don't trust the 
representations that are being given to you by Libyan nationals. And 
not only are the resources going to Tripoli, they're going to Tripoli 
not to relocate to Benghazi but to secure the Embassy in Tripoli. 

So how do you explain to the -- I mean, how do we explain to the 
American people that even a missing ambassador was not enough to direct 
assets to Benghazi, that you're worried about securing a facility in 
Tripoli where there is no threat? 

Mr. Iordan . Well, and to add to it, if I could, Mr. Chairman and 
General, you're also seeking clearance from the same people who are 
buying time. And you're not going to go to the place where the 
Ambassador is at, the place where the attack took place, where four 
Americans were killed; we're looking to go to Tripoli. 

Ms. Sawyer. Can I just clarify, have you actually testified that 
you have firsthand knowledge that they were actually waiting on 
clearance? 

General Kelly. Have I -- 

Ms. Sawyer. That someone in the military -- 

General Kelly. No, I've never answered any questions on this 
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topic before this meeting this morning. 

Ms. Sawyer. Dust today, have you actually testified that the 
Department of Defense was actually waiting on clearance and that was -- 

General Kelly. No. What I have said, in the normal course of 
events -- and I know this isn't normal, but bureaucracies are 
bureaucracies -- I'm surmising that to move the Marines from Rota into 
Tripoli, where there was no problem at this point, I'm surmising that 
the normal request was going to the State Department to get clearance 
from the host nation to land the airplane. That's what I'm surmising. 

Ms. Sawyer. You're surmising. Did anyone ever tell you that 
that night? 

General Kelly. No. 

Chairman Gowdy . Let him answer our question. 

Mr. Dordan . Yep. 

General Kelly. Renew the question just one more time? 

Chairman Gowdy. Our question was a hypothetical assuming facts 
that we now know to be true, so there is no surmising to be done, why 
the focus on Tripoli and not Benghazi? 

General Kelly. I would say that Tripoli, you know, as you 
know -- and there's a lot of banter about why this happened in the first 
place, some video or something like that. But there was a couple of 
demonstrations in the region. I think Cairo had one. There was no, 
to the best of my knowledge -- and, again, this would be a State 
Department thing. But in the normal course of events, the U.S. 
military on certain events, certain occasions, would heighten the state 
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of alent -- 9/11, I would guesSj in Europe and Africa. At U.S. military 
bases, we do it all the time. I don't know if the State Department 
did that in their posts in the region, but that's their business. 

I think the best way to answer that. Congressman, would be that, 
while they were -- in the normal course of events, the COCOM and his 
staff and others, I would expect, to include the CIA, really, really, 
really churning, trying to find out what was going on, what was ground 
truth on the ground. And that would include everything from where was 
the Ambassador to who's dead, where are they, can we land anything 
safely at the airport, those kind of issues on Benghazi. 

In the meantime, I suspect that a decision was made or certainly 
recommended by the COCOM that we move FAST Marines in to protect Tripoli 
as kind of an obvious other place that there may be problems. 

So you have two things going on, maybe preventative, and, again, 
very late, and they should have already been there, in my view, but 
they weren't. So, you know, a move to get Marines on the ground and 
protect the actual embassy location. And then in Benghazi, a real, 
real, real desperate attempt to find out what was going on on the ground. 

And as I say, later in the evening, when we were -- I was just 
sitting in on a VTC, it was a State Department VTC, and during that 
VTC the word came close to midnight, maybe after 11, it seemed to me 
that it was announced that, hey, they got Chris Stevens. And as you 
might imagine, everyone was very relieved. And as it turned out, that 
wasn't the case. Everyone, you know, on the State Department end was 
very relieved. 
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[10:35 a.m.] 

Chairman Gowdy. I think we'ne about out of time -- 

General Kelly. Wellj we were too. 

Chairman Gowdy. -- but you said something that -- against the 
backdrop of eyeryone trying desperately to find out what's going on 
in Benghazi, do you recall Secretary Panetta being asked to make phone 
calls to either a YouTube producer or a pastor? 

General Kelly. Certainly not that night. There was -- 

Chairman Gowdy. You say "certainly not that night . " What makes 
you so certain it wasn't that night? 

General Kelly. Because I certainly would haye been inyolyed 
in him making that phone call. 

Chairman Gowdy. Hold that thought for a second. Do we haye an 
exhibit? 

Mr. Jordan. Yes, we do. I think we got some. Or I think Sheria 
has it. 

Chairman Gowdy. We will mark this as -- 

Ms. Clarke . Exhibit 4. 

Chairman Gowdy. Exhibit 4. 

[Kelly exhibit No. 4 

Was marked for identification.] 

Chairman Gowdy. You can haye a look at it. I'll ask you. 
General, to familiarize yourself with particularly the last page, but 
read the whole thing to get complete context. 

General Kelly. Yeah. Okay. So as I read it, at 11 -- at 
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23:45 that evening. A, we didn't know where -- we still didn't know 
where Stevens was, and according to this, Panetta had called YouTube. 
I was not aware of that. It surprised -- 

Chairman Gowdy. It surprised me too. 

General Kelly. It surprises me. 

Chairman Gowdy. Now, this is an email -- this is an exhibit that 
includes an email originating from a Denis McDonough. Now, who is 
Denis McDonough? 

General Kelly. Denis McDonough, Congressman, is currently the 
chief of staff of the White House. At the time, Denis was the deputy 
national security advisor under National Security Advisor Tom Donilon. 
So you had, within the National Security Staff, you had Donilon at the 
top, and then Denis McDonough was the deputy at the time, very, 
very -- both very close to the President. I think the President brought 
McDonough over from the Hill from the Senate, I think, but I know he 
had that kind of background. But at the time, Denis was the number 
two in the National Security Staff. 

Chairman Gowdy. Well, then you noted that Mr. McDonough says: 
"The situation in Benghazi remains fluid. Ambassador Chris Stevens 
remains unaccounted for; one State Department officer is confirmed 
dead . " 

So they knew Sean Smith was dead. Had they known Ambassador 
Stevens was dead, then they would not have said he was unaccounted for. 

General Kelly. Right. 

Chairman Gowdy. And then the final page of that exhibit is 
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McDonough writing: "Secretary Panetta also reached out to Pastor 
Dones to ask him to pull down his video." 

You did not know about that? 

General Kelly. It surprises me . At this time -- you knowj there 
have been times in the past when -- lones is a fundamentalist pastor 
out of, I believe, out of Florida somewhere. And he had done some 
things in the past relative to the Koran and other things that there 
always this: someone's got to call him and tell him not to do it. 

And I believe there were a couple of times long prior to Benghazi 
when he was doing -- about to do the kind of things he said he was going 
to do, burn the Koran and all that, and I don't recollect Secretary 
Panetta ever being enthusiastic about calling him. 

His thinking, I think anyone's thinking was, look, if this guy 
is that, you know, committed in what he's going to do, doesn't it just 
add to the thing for a bunch of people at the Secretary of Defense or 
whatever level to call him and say, "Hey, don't do this," because then 
he gets to say, you know, "Even our own government," blah, blah, blah, 
you see the point? 

So Secretary Panetta was never -- this is maybe several 
times -- was never thought it was a good idea to call this guy. So 
it really would surprise me. I'm not saying Denis is lying or 
maybe -- but it would surprise me if the Secretary would have picked 
the phone up late in the evening and made a phone call. 

Chairman Gowdy. Well, I've go one more question, then limmy can 
go, and then we got to go vote. 
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Legitimizing the cnazy paston from Florida is one thing to do at 
any time period. With a missing ambassador and a fluid situation in 
Benghazi j is that really the best use of the Secretary of Defense's 
timej is to call a pastor in Florida with all of what's not known in 
Benghazi? 

General Kelly. Congressmanj I don't think the Secretary of 
Defense doing that at any time is a good use of his time. 

Chairman Gowdy. lim. 

Mr. Iordan . Thank you. 

Generalj you said earlier that State gets a -- State gets a vote^ 
NSS gets a vote even after the Secretary of Defense has ordered 
deployment, ordered to go. 

Do you believe that the delay in the three assets that were 
ultimately moved, one of them -- only one of them actually getting to 
Libya, and that didn't go to Benghazi, it went to Tripoli, do you believe 
that the lag time from when the order was given was strictly due to 
NSS and State slowing it down with things like what the chairman just 
asked about, with the clearance in Libya, with them buying time in 
State? Do you think NSS and the State Department caused the delay? 

General Kelly. That's -- that ' s -- I ' d be guessing. I will tell 
you that part of the delay, whatever "part" means, was the COCOM and 
his staff doing due diligence about can we get people on the ground 
safely, whether it's probably a C-130. But again -- 

Mr. Iordan. And you said that started -- that process started 
the minute you got the call. 
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General Kelly. Right. 

Mn. Iordan . You were already working on it yourself j and the 
combatant commanders were working on it. I'm asking -- and the order 
happens at sometime between 6 and 7:19 p.m. on September 11th. The 
first assets aren't moving till 4:45 on the 12th -- 4:45 a.m. on the 
12th. And we have all this going on^ concern about the video, concern 
about getting host nation clearance. I'm just asking, it seems to me 
that's where the delay came. 

General Kelly. Again, I'd be guessing. Congressman. It could. 
I mean, very -- 

Mr. Iordan . But it's not -- 

General Kelly. Very controlling. 

Mr. Iordan . But you're a general. You're not -- this is not a 
guess. This is an educated assessment that you would make. 

General Kelly. It's an educated assessment that we were, as 
leremy said in his thing, spinning, which means we're identifying 
forces, we ' re ready to go, we ' re starting to launch airplanes, at least 
to get eyes on the ground, all of that is happening. Panetta --Mr. 
Panetta says: Go, go, go, go. At that point, frankly, we don't need 
much more guidance unless it's to stop. 

Mr. Iordan . Yeah. 

General Kelly. I don't know if there was a stop, but unless 
there's a stop, the people in the military are executing. 

Now, back to the COCOM. He's got the authority to go, but he is 
doing his due diligence sorting out through his staff what's going on 
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on the ground. 

Mn. Iordan . To your knowledge, was there any type of stop or 
change order given, and when, for example, the Special Op Force is the 

one to take off 

was there any call to them in flight 
saying, "Hey, don't go to -- don't go to Tripoli, don't land in 
Benghazi, go to Sigonella instead"? Do you know if any -- that type 
of order was given to that group or any other asset that was deployed? 

General Kelly. I don't have any knowledge of that. But, again, 
I worked in the Secretary of Defense's Office. The execution is done 
by the COCOM. It's entirely possible in flight that they could have 
told them to go somewhere else. 

Mr. Iordan. COCOM can do that without first getting clearance 
from the Secretary of Defense or NSS or State Department or the White 
House? 

General Kelly. They certainly would do it. The Secretary of 
Defense -- 

Mr. Iordan . But my next -- they could do it without those higher 
up the chain of command signing off. 

General Kelly. Right. 

Mr. Iordan . And -- but you don't know if it happened or not. 

General Kelly. The Secretary of Defense approves movement of 
troops, and then he's kept informed. One of the things that is a 
challenge in the Pentagon, certainly when I was there, was to try to 
keep the policymakers, the civilians, if you will, with all due respect 
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to everyone in the roottij to try to keep them in their lane and let the 
military guys execute. 

Mr. Panetta said go. 

Mr . Iordan . Okay . 

General Kelly. The military guys are executing. 

Mr . Iordan . Okay . 

General Kelly. But there is always a lot of field marshals in 
this city that want to get involved in things that happen. 

Mr. Iordan. I want to ask you one more question about that. We 
can pass up this last documentj and then go to page -- looks like the 
second page^ if we can. 

Ms. Clarke . Mark this as exhibit 5. 

[Kelly exhibit No. 5 

Was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Iordan . Second page, and this is another email chain on -- at 
9:44 p.m. on September 11th, and you're referenced in the email, but 
I don't know if it's sent to you. It's hard to tell with who's been 
redacted . 

General Kelly. Yeah. The "from" is redacted. 

Mr. Iordan . So if you go to the second page, midway down, it looks 
like third full paragraph, "State remains concerned -- " do you see 
that paragraph. General. 

General Kelly. Got it. 

Mr. Iordan . "State remains concerned that any U.S. intervention 
be fully coordinated with the Libyan government and conveyed Libyan 
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concerns that about U.S. military presence, to include concerns that 
wheeled military vehicles should not be used, and U.S. military forces 
should consider deploying in civilian attire." 

Again, concern -- I guess, first of all, tell me what the concerns 
were with military vehicles, wheeled military vehicles. I don't know 
how else they would travel. 

General Kelly. The bottom email. If I could just read something 
real quick. 

Mr. Iordan . Sure. 

General Kelly. To lead up. 

How would they get around on the ground? You know, from the very 
beginning of our going into Libya, the State Department has a very, 
very, very hypersensitivity to the U.S. military being involved in the 
kind of things that they do. I got it. They are the ones in the normal 
course of events that are in charge of certain things. But at a certain 
point, you have to make a decision that, you know, in this case, the 
Department of Defense has got unique capabilities and assets to do 
certain things. 

If my guys -- if I was a combatant commander -- if I was the 
commander and my guys come up and said, "Sir, we're ready go, but, you 
know, we don't know what's going on on the ground and whatever, and 
we really think we need to do this in civilian clothes, and when we 
get on the ground, we'll get ahold of some civilian vehicles," and 
that's kind of a camouflage thing, I'd say sure. I'd check with the 
lawyers, and if that was -- but throughout our time in Libya, for sure. 
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they were always, always, always hypersensitive, our State Department 
was, to this issue of militarizing our presence on the ground. 

But I think certainly in a case like this where things have really 
gone wrong, and it may very well be that the only people that can at 
least turn the tide a little bit will be military guys, then I'm not 
so sure I care what the -- necessarily what the local country wants 
at that point, certainly in Benghazi. So I don't know why they would 
want to have gone with the, you know, no military vehicles. 

Mr. Iordan . In your educated assessment, in your years serving 
our country and all the knowledge that you accumulated, do you think 
this is ridiculous? 

General Kelly. It's pretty unusual. 

Mr. Iordan . And do you think it slowed things down? 

General Kelly. Well, the other thing -- again, to have gotten 
military vehicles on the ground that night in Benghazi, that would have 
been a multiple, say, C-17 lift because we'd be talking about -- 

Mr. Iordan . Right. 

General Kelly. -- those kind of vehicles. And if I was looking 
at this, I'd say get the people going, and when you get on the ground, 
just commandeer some vehicles or pay someone a thousand bucks for his 
clunker. Or, particularly if -- and I don't know this to be the 
case -- but, you know, one of the things I'd be desperately trying to 
find out is, are the militias at the airport on our side? Can they 
be relied on? If they can be relied on, through whatever channels, 
tell them that we want some vehicles when we get there. 
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Mr. Iordan. Sure. All right. I got to run and vote . General j 
I thank you for your timOj for coming in and for all your service. 

Mr. Tolar. It is 10:50^ and we've exceeded our time. Let's go 
off the record. 

[Recess . ] 

Ms. Green . General^ are you ready to get back on the record? 

General Kelly. I am. Yeah. 

Ms. Green. We can go back on the record then. The time is 11:00 

a.m. 

EXAMINATION 

BY MS. GREEN: 

Q Andj General Kelly^ again, my name is Shannon Green with 
the minority staff. 

I'm just going to, first of all, touch on a few things that were 
covered in the first hour. And first of all, sir, in your role as the 
senior military assistant to the Secretary of Defense, you were not 
part of the operational chain of command. Is that right? 

A That's right. 

Q My colleague -- 

A lust to restate, operational chain of command is COCOM, 

Secretary of Defense, President. 

Q Thank you, sir. And you also explained that in the first 
hour, that the chain of command very clearly was from the President 
to the Secretary of Defense to the combatant commander. No one else. 

A Right. 



Q You mentioned in the first hour, sir, a trip you had taken 
with the Secretary of Defense in November 2011. The senior State 
Department official at the time was Gene Cretz. That's who you meet 
with. Is that right? 

A Right. Ambassador Cretz. 

Q Ambassador Cretz. It was not Chris Stevens. Is that 
correct? 


A Right. 

Q Sir, have you ever had a conversation with Chris Stevens? 
A Never. 

Q During that trip, were you ever in Benghazi? 

A No. 


Q You mentioned, sir, that I believe General Ham, the 
combatant commander of AFRICOM, was also present that day. Is that 
correct? 


A He was on the ground. 

Q You also mentioned that the combatant commander would have 
a close relationship with the country team. Is that correct? 

A Yes. I would -- particularly, I would say, a country like 
Libya that was, you know, where it was at the time, we had just moved 
in and all of that kind of thing, I couldn't imagine that Carter Ham 
did not have a pretty close eye -- not that he called the shots -- but 
that he had a pretty close eye on and a working relationship with the 
Ambassador. 


Q Yes, sir. And we understand that that was the case. 



1291 


56 

And, sir, would it be the case then that the Ambassador and the 
country team would have shared any of their concerns about the 
environment in Libya with the combatant commander? 

A Again -- 

Q That be the appropriate person. 

A Well, no, not the appropriate person. You got to remember 
the chains of command here. Generally speaking, the combatant 
commanders are very close to the country teams. But the country 
teams -- you know, theoretically, the ambassador is the President of 
the United States' representative in that country, which in a sense 
makes the ambassador's boss the President. 

The reality is, at least in the modern era, that the ambassador 
is very much, I would say, kind of the senior State Department staff 
officer in the country because he deals -- he or she deals, depending 
on what part of the world, with the regional bureau, meaning Middle 
East, and then it pretty much stops there. 

Q Sir, you mentioned in the first hour that the Secretary of 
Defense received daily briefings from a CIA briefer, the Presidential 
daily brief, essentially. 

A Right, yeah. 

Q Did you normally sit in on those meetings? 

A I could. They are very, very, very high level, 
trends-in-the-world kind of thing. Very seldom was there -- is there 
a drill down on, like, what's going on in Libya necessarily. So it's 
kind of a high level thing. 
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Q Secretary Panetta mentioned in his testimony before this 
committee that he and other senior leaders were tracking an 
inflammatory video in the days before the attack in Benghazi^ and he 
specifically mentioned General Allen's concern that the video could 
lead to violence against U.S. forces in Afghanistan. Do you recall 
those concerns? 

A Certainly discussions j yeahj sure. Concerns. 

Q Did you ever -- 

A I forget the name of it. What was itj "The Life of Muhammad" 
or something like that, wasn't the name of the video, I think. 

Q "The Innocence of Muslims," I believe, sir. 

A Okay. And another one that caught -- that would come up 
periodically again is this minister down in Florida, but it was 
always -- 

Q Yes, sir, and I believe he was the person who actually was 
promoting the film, "The Innocence of Muslims," which sort of caused 
some of this unrest. 

A Yeah. 

Q Did you have any conversations with General Allen in those 
days prior to September 11th, 2012? 

A Certainly not on this topic. 

Q Sir, I'd like to enter into the record an unclassified 

timeline provided by the Department of Defense related to the actions 
taken by DOD on September 11 and 12, 2012. This timeline has been 
provided to the Armed Services Committees a couple of years ago, and 
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it will help us understanding -- 

A Did you get a copy? Maybe I could -- 
Ms. Rauch . Is it 4? Sonny to pause. 

Ms. Green . My colleague is going to pass out a copy. 

Ms. Rauch . Is it exhibit 5? 

Ms. Green . Exhibit 6 , yeah. 

Ms. Rauch . Okay. 

[Kelly exhibit No. 6 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. GREEN: 

Q Sir, have you ever seen this document before? 

A I have. lust 2 days ago it was sent to me. 

Q Oh, is that the first time you've seen it? 

A Yeah. 

Q Okay. It may help us reference times of events on the night 
of the attack, so we can use it as a reference point. 

Sir, Secretary Panetta testified about his meeting at the White 
House on the night of the attacks, and you spoke a little bit with my 
colleagues in the last hour about sort of those events. 

When Secretary Panetta testified before the Senate Armed Services 
Committee on February 7th, 2013, he said, quote: "Soon after the 
initial reports about the attack in Benghazi were received. General 
Dempsey and I met with President Obama, and he ordered all available 
DOD assets to respond to the attack in Libya and to protect U.S. 
personnel and interests in the region. It's important to remember 
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thatj in addition to responding to the situation in Benghazi^ we were 
also concerned about potential threats to U.S. personnel in TuniSj 
Tripolij CairOj Sana'a^ and elsewherej that could potentially require 
a military response," end quote. 

Sir, is Secretary Panetta's testimony consistent with what he 
conveyed to you upon his return from the White House? 

A All of that, or just the part about the President -- we knew 
we had authority. He had been given authority to move. 

Q What guidance, then, did the Secretary provide to you, if 
any, when he returned from the White House? 

A The evening was kind of a running discussion. So he and 
Marty Dempsey had come back, I'm sure Carter Ham was there about that 
time, you know, and he just said: Okay, you know, you have my vocal, 
my verbal authorization to move. We've already covered that in the 
last session. 

And as I say, I think it really -- it's really -- people need to 
understand that when the Secretary of Defense -- the Secretary of 
Defense does not have and should not have, my God, an operations 
section, if you will. And the Office of the Secretary of Defense, all 
political appointees -- I don't mean the inner office, the inner family 
where I work -- but they are policy people, they interact with the White 
House, State Department, all that. They develop, you know, plans and 
whatnot in terms of how the DOD will support various things. They do 
not have an ops section. 

So when the Secretary of Defense, when it comes in either through 
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Dohn Kelly on the more formal way where the book comes in or whateverj 
and the Secretary saySj okay^ gOj then that is an authorization that 
is then passed by the loint Staff to -- in the normal course of 
events --to the COCOM. 

And as I say, we are always fighting back people wanting to get 
into the nut -- you know, people that don't understand how to do the 
kind of things we're talking about, wanting, well, we need to get 
briefed back or we want someone to come over here and make -- so in 
the world we live in, as military people, once the decision is made, 
you turn it over to the operator, in this case. Carter Ham, and actually 
kind of a parallel would be the Special Operations Command. At the 
time, I think Bill McRaven had it, it might have been loe Votel. Bill 
McRaven, I think, had it. But in any event -- and then they just start 
to execute. 

And as I was trying to make the point before, as a COCOM is looking 
at the problem as he understands it -- and again, there is an awful 
lot of Monday morning quarterbacking that goes on naturally -- we had 
the timeline, you know, this timeline was worked out, I'm sure, long 
after -- but he's looking and saying, okay, we have a problem in 
Benghazi, and I don't know what the hell's think going on. 

I do know that we've had some riots across the Middle East, and 
I think it was a very, very prudent thing to reinforce Tripoli because 
we could, in a sense, we could get them on the ground -- this is Carter 
Ham now -- get them on the ground, get that place protected. It could 


break out there. Who knows? 
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It's my undenstandingj you knowj the people started 
chattering -- people in Libya started chattering in the social media 
about other attacks. But you still don't know what's going on in 
Benghazi, and you're trying to find out what's going on in Benghazi. 
So I think that's the explanation I would give you. And not every 
single -- 

Q Is it fair to say then you're not getting real-time 
information about what's happening on the ground in Benghazi? 

A In the Secretary of Defense's Office? 

Q Sure. 

A No. One of the things, again, you have to caution people 
about -- the secretaries that I worked for understood this, some people 
didn't understand it -- we're getting just a blast of this might be 
happening, this could be happening, we think this is happening. I 
already pointed out the fact that late in the evening the announcement 
was made that Chris Stevens was okay. 

You have to let the men and women who are the pros at this sort 
this thing out, and that's where I go back to the operators, to the 
combatant commander, because you just get so many -- you know, it's 
my understanding there were phone calls coming in to the State 
Department from State Department people on the ground. I've got to 
think there was information coming in through the CIA channels. And 
you just can't act on every rumor that you receive. 

Q Did you receive calls from the State Department and the CIA? 
Is that what you were saying? 
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A No, but I'm sure that kind of input was coming in. And by 
the way, again, on that evening and most of the time, leremy interacted 
with the political types, if you will. 

Q Sir, at the bottom of the first page of the timeline, 
according to this DOD timeline, at approximately 6:30 p.m. eastern 
daylight time a DOD-led security team that was located at the U.S. 
Embassy in Tripoli departed for Benghazi and landed in Benghazi at 
approximately 7:30 p.m. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q This team has been referred to as Team Tripoli. Do you 
recall when you learned about this particular asset responding to the 
crisis? 

A I would say probably the next -- when I came to work the 
next day, all of this had begun to become somewhat clear. So probably 
the next day. 

Q Sir, in Secretary Panetta's Senate testimony, he discussed 

this team, and he said, quote: "The quickest response option available 
to the Department of Defense was a Tripoli-based security team that 
was located at the U.S. Embassy in Tripoli, and to their credit, within 
hours, this six-man team, including two U.S. military personnel, 
chartered a private airplane, deployed to Benghazi . Within 15 minutes 
of arriving at the Annex facility they came under attack by mortar and 
rocket-propelled grenades. Members of this team, along with others 
at the Annex facility, provided emergency medical assistance and 
supported the evacuation of all personnel." End quote. 
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Essentially, Secnetany Panetta is saying this was the closest 
U.S. militany response that could get there. Do you agree with that 
assessment, and are you familiar with that team? 

A You know and I don't, but of the six, only two of them 
military? 


Q Yes, sir. But the two military -- 

A Not much of a team. 

Q -- led the team. 

A Not much of a team. Good on them for doing it. High risk, 
to say the least. Did they ever leave the airport? 

Q Yes, sir. 

A And they got to the -- which facility? The first one or 


the -- 


Q The second one. 

A The second one. Yeah, you know, they were DOT 
personnel -- DOD personnel. They were response. I mean, it's -- it 
was high risk, to say the least. 

Q Sir, in the first hour, my colleagues spoke with you about 
an email, and I believe that was introduced as exhibit 2 into the 
record. The original email is from Deremy Bash, Secretary Panetta 's 
chief of staff, to a group of officials at the State Department, and 
the email also cc'ed a number of individuals from the Department of 
Defense, including yourself, sir. 

Much conjecture and speculation has been made about what Mr. Bash 
said in this email when he said, quote: "Assuming principals agree 
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to deploy these elements, we will ask State to secure the approval from 
host nation," end quote. 

And earlier in the email, Mr. Bash notes that these elements 
include, quote, "a SOF element that was in Croatia and a Marine FAST 
team out of Rota, Spain." Do you see that? 

A Got it. 

Q Is it fair to say, even in his very important role as 

Secretary Panetta's chief of staff, leremy Bash was a civilian employee 
of the Department of Defense? 

A He was. 

Q He was not in the chain of command? 

A Right, and a political appointee, not a public servant, if 
you know the distinction. 

Q Yes, sir. This email was raised by my colleagues during 
this committee's interview with Secretary Panetta, and Secretary 
Panetta did not opine on the contents of the email, but he was very 
clear that the authority to make the decision to move forces was his 
and his alone. And we have his transcript here. 

He is asked the question about: "Assuming principals agree to 
deploy these elements, who are the principals that would have had to 
agree to deploy the elements that you had identified?" 

Secretary Panetta responds: "No one. I had the authority to 
deploy those forces, and I ordered those forces to be deployed, and 
I didn't have to ask anybody ' s permission to get those forces in place, " 
end quote. 
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Is it fain to say, sin, that the only penson that could have 
ovennuled Secnetany Panetta's ondens to deploy fonces was the 
Pnesident? 

A Could have ovennuled him, fon sune. 

BY MS. SAWYER: 

Q So with negand to this, you wene specifically asked eanlien 
whethen on not it could have been the case that eithen the State 
Depantment on that night on NSS actually put a stop onden in. 

Now, Mn. Panetta, Secnetany of Defense Panetta says that that was 
not the case, that he had given the onden and that no othen pnincipals 
could have ovennidden it. Ane you disputing what he told us? Do you 
have a diffenent finsthand account? 

A He's exactly night in the way he puts it. He has the 
authonity now to move fonces anound the wonld and he does that 
noutinely, small fonces, lange fonces. But centainly in a situation 
like Benghazi, and, fnankly, in most situations, much of this is wonked 
out by the staff at the White House with input fnom the staff in the 
Office of the Secnetany of Defense. Again, they ane political 
appointees, so they ane of the same gnoup of people thene. They'ne 
not long-senving public senvants. They come in with a centain view 
of life. 

Genenally speaking, the people that ane on the gnound -- the input 
fnom the militany side in most of these meetings, it would be fnom the 
Vice Chainman of the loint Staff, at the time would have been Sandy 
Winnefeld, who had a tnemendous nelationship. And these meetings 
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would come up with, okay, this is what we'ne going to do. And so if 
the Secretary of Defense -- I mean, he certainly could say: No, we're 
going the do it, and only the President can tell me not to. 

But before that point, as decisions are being made and formulated 
and the normal sausage making that goes into national security 
development is being done by, as I say, the driving force over at the 
White House would have been Tom Donilon, would have been Denis 
McDonough, who was the national security advisor, and the Vice, you 
know, a whole pod of other people that thought they had input to every 
question -- 

Q Were you one of those people? 

A Never, no. 

Q Was leremy Bash -- you said he was the one who dealt with 
the politicals that night. Would he have been -- 

A leremy -- 

Q If this were to have happened, would he be the person who 

could have told us that that's what actually happened in reality? 

A What's that? 

Q What you were surmising could have happened, that someone 
in the State Department or someone in the NSS could have put a stop 
or a delay or somehow caused there to be a pause? 

A If anyone in the Secretary's office would know that, it 
would be probably by phone call from whoever to leremy, you know, tell 
the boss that there's new thinking on this, or whatever. 

So I would not have. Again, certain level of hesitancy to deal 
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with senior military officers in terms of certain people. And leremy 
was the channel through which things went back and forth politically. 

And againj primarily, NSS discussions, input from NSS, concerns 
would come to him through him, and again, high level just interaction 
with the State Department, whether it's Burns or whatever, at the 
highest level. That was not a role that they were comfortable with 
with senior military officers, or at least myself. 

Q But Mr. Bash would be the one who would have the firsthand 
knowledge? 

A I think so, yeah. I mean, if a stop order came, or whatever 
you would term it, or a hesitant or a hold, it would have certainly 
come from leremy, through leremy Bash, but would be unlikely that I 
wouldn't know that because at that point he'd say: Hey, Kel, come on, 
we need to talk to the boss. Didn't happen. So -- 

Q So that conversation never occurred? Mr. Bash didn't come 
to you? 

A No. 

Q He didn't go to the Secretary of Defense to say someone had 
told him -- 

A Not --to the best of my knowledge, not. 

Ms. Green. Sir, on the night of the attacks, we note from the 
timeline that I just handed you that originally one FAST Platoon was 
preparing to deploy to Tripoli, one to Benghazi. Do you see that? 

General Kelly. Where are we? 

Ms. Rauch . Sir, it's on the second page of the timeline. 
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General Kelly. Okay. 

Ms. Rauch . It's the first page where it actually lists times. 
About the middle of the page where it says that Secretary Panetta 
ordered three actions, and under number one it notes where the FAST 
teams were sent. 

General Kelly. Got it. 
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BY MS. GREEN: 

Q Laten that nighty the FAST team that was preparing to deploy 
to Benghazi was redirected because, as we know, all U.S. personnel 
actually had evacuated Benghazi by 4 a.m. eastern daylight time, 

10 a.m. local Benghazi time. So the one FAST was sent to Tripoli, and 
it actually arrived that day, on the 12th. 

Sir, there has been some allegations out there that the FAST team 
was delayed because they had to change uniforms. And so I just, as 
a marine, want to talk to you about that for a second. 

We had the opportunity to interview the young captain who 
commanded that FAST team, sir, and so I'm just going to read you a quote 
from this young marine. He was asked if he recalled getting the final 
word about changeover in terms of uniforms. He said, quote: "I don't 
know if there was ever like a, hey, this is the final answer, like we 
are finally in civilian attire, but the last thing that we ran was 
civilian attire before we went wheels up, and I said, 'Okay, well, I've 
just lost cell phone service, so we're going to stay in civilian 
attire,'" end quote. 

Sounds like a marine, sir? 

A Yeah. 

Q In a later exchange, this marine testified about whether 
confusion over the uniform interfered with his mission, to which he 
responded, quote: "Absolutely not. It didn't -- it did end up being 
a force multiplier, though, because what we were gathering off the 
social media after we got there and then for the duration, that whenever 
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we moved from compound to compound, we were made in civilian attire, 
but when we were in the compound and on post, we were in uniform. What 
that did is that told the Libyan people that they don't know who's a 
marine and who's not a marine, and they don't want to mess with the 
marines, so it gave everyone else wafda." 

The captain went on to talk about why the Libyan Government might 
not want them in their uniforms, and he said, quote: "Not to show that 
you have American marines on the deck in the country outside of what's 
seen to be U.S. sovereign territory. So the outside impression that's 
given of a marine force on the ground in a foreign country is not the 
most welcoming presence. Concurrently, you've got Iraq wrapping up 
and Afghanistan going on. No one wants to be -- now, this is me kind 
of making up these answers why they don't want us in uniform --no one 
wants to be the next country that's got marines coming in to do what 
marines do." End quote. 

That's sort of a lengthy quote to read you, sir, all to kind of 
show this young marine seemed to have a pretty, I would say, 
sophisticated understanding of why someone may not want to have them 
in uniforms while they're out in town, so to speak, which of course 
here in the U.S. we Marines don't walk out in our camouflage, do we, 
sir? So not so different there in Tripoli. 

Would it be fair to say, sir -- I guess my point is that marines 
are pretty darn flexible, and a marine in a specialized unit like a 
FAST company or a FAST Platoon, would they be used to having to alter 
a variety of aspects of their mission, whether it ' s what weapons they' re 
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cannying on what uniforms? 

A And do it routinely. 

Q And again -- 

A But -- and not to take anything away from the captain j 

becausej in my view, the real wisdom tends to be down there in the 

trenches -- 


Q Exactly, sir. 

A -- and not in other places, those guys, all men right now, 
they are ready to go, They can 
be brought down to get on the airplane and wait. You know, they can 
be on a 4-minute string. They're ready to go. And in their packed 
bags would be civilian clothes, jeans and whatnot, for when they're 
not on duty. And, you know, obviously, they're not going to go to a 
place like Benghazi and expect to pull any liberty. 

But still, when they have down time, they're going to have, you 
know, PT time, physical fitness time, they'll have their clothes. So 
the idea that this would slow them down, it takes most men just a few 
minutes to change from one outfit to another. 

The larger issue, of course, is this hangup, in my view, that 
people had about having military people on the ground at all and having 
military guys and gals in uniform. And this goes all the way back to 
when we first sent in the first -- we first reestablished the Embassy. 
It was absurd then, in my view, to be hung up on it when we've got who 
knows what's happened in Benghazi, other than we know people are dead 
and the place is on fire, and a very, very good decision is made to 
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get, finally, to get FAST on the ground, some security on the ground 
in Tripoli. The idea that we were hung up on what clothes we were going 
to wear -- but regardless -- 

Q As far as we know, that never slowed them down, though. 

A Right. But whatever happened, it wouldn't have slowed them 

down . 

Q Yes, sir. 

Sir, there was a little bit of discussion in the first hour about 
sending aircraft into Libya, and one of the sort of urban legends that ' s 
come out of the Benghazi attacks is the notion that somehow the U.S. 
military had air assets that they could have gotten in and saved lives 
in Benghazi. 

Secretary Panetta responded to this criticism in his testimony 
before the Senate, and he said, quote: 

"Some have asked why other types of armed aircraft were not 
dispatched to Benghazi. The reason simply is because armed UAVs, 
AC-130 gunships, or fixed-wing fighters with the associated tanking, 
you've got to provide air refueling capabilities, armaments, you've 
got to arm all the weapons before you put them on the planes, targeting 
and support facilities were not in the vicinity of Libya, and because 
of the distance, it would have taken at least 9 to 12 hours, if not 
more, to deploy these forces to Benghazi. This was, pure and simple, 
in the absence of any advance warning, a problem of distance and time. 

"Frankly, even if we were able to get F-16s or AC-130S over the 
target in time, the mission still depends on accurate information about 
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what targets they're supposed to hit, and we had no forward air 
controllers, we had no communications with U.S. personnel on the 
ground, as a matter of fact, we had no idea where the Ambassador was 
at that point, to be able to kind of conduct any kind of attacks on 
the ground." Quote. 

Secretary Panetta and Admiral Winnefeld have each also testified 
before this committee and reiterated similar comments. And Admiral 
Winnefeld, I haven't seen his transcript, but he was particularly 
adamant that the U.S. military would be extremely ill-advised to send 
in fighter aircraft in a situation such as Benghazi when we did not 
know where the Ambassador was located, we had no forward air controller 
on the ground, and of course Libya was a wash in MANPADS. 

Do you agree with those assessments, sir? 

A Which ones? I mean, there's a lot there. I -- 
Q The assessment regarding sending -- 
A Yeah, I think -- 

Q -- fighter aircraft into Benghazi? 

A Let me start with -- you know, the Secretary of Defense 
talked about how long it would take to put a package together to - - we're 
pretty good at what we do, U.S. military. I mean, if you want the real 
details of this, I think you should call in not a general, not an 
admiral, certainly not a political appointee, but maybe a colonel or 
lieutenant colonel actually in the Air Force or the Marine Corps or 
the Navy, particularly the Marine Corps and the Navy that actually work 
packages like this, how fast can you put this together. I mean, we 
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had -- at the timej we had tighten assets in -- all oven Eunope. 

Q We actually just had a gneat bnief fnom TRANSCOM last week 
actually, sin. 

A Well, TRANSCOM is diffenent than guys that do and gals that 
do bomb dnopping and planning to do bomb dnopping. But that's good. 

But we had tightens assets in Eunope. We had tanken assets in 
Eunope. You know, as a manine, I'd tell you the Ain Fence is a little 
pnocess dniven in tenms ot putting these things togethen, but they ane 
pnetty dann good at what they do. 

Q And we also spoke with the CIF commanden, and like I said, 
the FAST commanden, and they pnovided some veny good insights. 

A Eight on 9 houns seems like a long time to me. I'll just 
let it go at that. 

But to youn othen points, the second point would be could we, in 
my view -- let's say had we gotten F-16s on F-18s oven the tanget on 
F-lSs oven the tanget, oven the place, without people on the gnound 
to tell us what was going on, you know, the pilot is kind of looking 
thnough a stnaw as he looks thnough his sights, he could centainly find 
the Benghazi conflict. The fact it was on fine, he could find it veny 
easily. If we -- 

Q Ane you a pilot, sin? 

A I'm not. If he had been told to find the CIA facility, he 
could have found that pnetty easily just because of GPS and whatnot. 
But the expectation would be -- could he do something? It would be 
hand. You know, he would see a lot of people nunning anound. Ane they 
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bad people on are they just people looting? I mean, in oun view, that 
makes them bad people, but does it make them people that you want to 
drop 2,000-pound bombs on. 

The beauty of having someone on the ground, particularly a formal 
air controller, is he is identifying targets on the ground and then 
the delivery means would be the jets. 

Modern air strikes are oftentimes conducted, most often conducted 
well outside MANPAD range. Yes, if you brought them down to the 
10,000-and-below-foot level, you would -- they'd be in some level of 
increased danger. 

But I think the biggest thing in my mind would be, and again, as 
the operational commander, and I'm guessing, but I know the kind of 
things that would be going through their minds. Carter Ham's mind at 
AFRICOM, is -- I mean, I would want to put something over -- and I think 
we did -- ISR to figure out what's going on on the ground. I would 
want to know do we have any people on the ground, whether CIA or militia 
or whoever, is there anyone left that we can talk to that can tell us 
what's going on on the ground. 

And maybe for sure, I guess, in my mind, would be to get armed 
aircraft in the air and on station, meaning, you know, orbiting it over 
the Mediterranean, tanking as they do it, waiting to do an air strike 
if targets present themselves. But the fact -- 

Q Sir -- 

A Let me finish. The fact to -- if I could, I'm sorry -- but 
to drop bombs without knowing what you're dropping the bombs on might 
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make people feel goodj but it may be countenpnoductive, panticulanly 
when it's killing or hurting the wrong people. Sorry. 

Q No problem. Were you involved, sir, in the task force 
operation that began the night of the attacks? 

A Task force? No. 

BY MS. SAWYER: 

Q Yeah, I think we're just about done, but with regard to all 
those assessments you were talking about, I think you did make clear 
that the operational commander that night would have been General 
Carter Ham? 

A Right. 

Q Do you know how many times he's testified before Congress 

on Benghazi? 

A No idea. 

Q But he would be someone who you would certainly want, to 
the extent we have questions about decisions that were made in real 
time and information that people had in real time, he would be the person 
who would be -- 

A He would be the only person, except what may or may not have 
taken place in the White House, State Department, and when Secretary 
Panetta was over there. But in terms of the decisions made to 
launch --to whatever --he would be the only guy, because he would 
be the guy that would be looking for the planning and the execution 
of that particular mission. And if he elected, as I say, to delay, 
it would be -- he could tell you why he elected to delay. 
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If he -- you knowj hypothetically j if someone -- if he's ready 
to go and he's ready to launch airplanes and someone from the White 
House or from OSD or loint Staff says, "Hey, hold on that," he could 
at least tell you that, "Someone told me to hold on that." He may not 
know why, but -- 

Q But he would have known factually that it occurred? 

A Right. 

Q Or that it never occurred -- 

A Or that it never occurred. 

Q -- despite the speculation that it might have. 

A And he'd be able to tell you, I mean, clearly, if you were 
to say, "Okay, why did you do Benghazi first?" -- Benghazi -- "Tripoli 
first?" he could tell you why he moved people there immediately and 
didn't to Benghazi. A lot of things. He's the guy. If he can't 
answer it, it would be hard to get an answer from anyone. He's the, 
you know, he's the operational guy. 

Ms. Sawyer. Thank you. 

Ms. Green . We can go off the record. 

[Recess . ] 
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[11:47 a.m.] 

Mr. Tolar. So let's go back on the record. I've got 11:47 in the 

a.m. 

BY MR. TOLAR: 

Q I want to talk with you a little bit about something you 
mentioned earlier, and that was the U.S. is moving back into Libya. 

You were in Libya in December of 2011. However, prior to that, 
did you participate and were you aware of any discussions about the 
U.S. reopening their presence in Tripoli? 

A I was. 

Q How were you involved in those discussions -- were you 
involved or were you made aware? 

A I was not involved as much as I was made aware. Again, in 
the nature of the job I had, when almost anything was being discussed 
for decision over at the NSS, National Security Staff, in the 
White House, I'd be made aware of it. 

And you also have to understand, the Secretary of Defense was a 
frequent traveler to the White House but didn't participate very often 
in the endless meetings that took place on an endless number of topics. 
So he wasn't involved in the vast majority of the discussions that would 
take place. 

It was all done at the lower staff level. I mean, it might be 
Denis McDonough, the National Security Advisor, deputy and below. 
Sandy Winnefeld, the Vice, the nature of the job, he's over there a 


lot. 
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So as discussions would be brought up about going back into 
Benghazi and what the posture would be^ that kind of things I was made 
aware of that. I became aware of that. 

Q Was there a request for a FAST team to be placed in Tripoli 
prior to or immediately following their reopening? 

A Not a FAST team. I mean, there was not a -- 
Q FAST Platoon, excuse me. 

A There was not a FAST -- there was never a request by anybody. 
But I was very, very surprised and, you know, mentioned it to people 
at -- the perfect --my assumption was at a U.S. embassy you have 
marines. Usually, that marine group is 

marines, and they're internal. So they don't do security outside the 
building. 

You know, typically you have the host nation provide security. 


So you have the internal so-called embassy marines at all of our 
embassies. They have no real responsibility outside the building. 

So, as I say, in the normal course of operations, the host nation 
is responsible for the external security of the building, and they do 
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a great job, again, as a general rule. And then there's always contract 
security guys, local nationals that are hired. Again, they're badge 
checkers and things like that. 

But in a situation like opening, in my opinion, lohn Kelly's 
opinion, when you're opening an embassy in a place like Tripoli in terms 
of what had just happened there, and a breakdown really in law and order 
and the factions that were pushing and shoving and who knows what the 
hell is going on, in my view, the two assumptions I made was that. A, 
there would be embassy marines sent to the embassy. That would be, 
sgsin, standard in any embassy. 

And then, in my view, a FAST Platoon of 50 marines would go down 
on the ground, and then any other assistance that DOD could provide. 
As an example -- and these were real requirements -- until the normal 
telephone network was established there was a need for communicators. 
So they were DOD communicators. 

We knew that the embassy had been, to one degree or another, 
shelled. And the presumption -- the assumption was that there 
were -- it was dirty, the sense of being unexploded ordnance lying 
around, so you'd need an EOD team. And certainly, if you're deploying 
an EOD team, and given the situation that was there on the ground, you'd 
want some medics or corpsmen. 

And so these were certainly my assumption. But the biggest one 
to me was automatically a FAST team or FAST Platoon on the ground. That 
never happened. 

Q And did someone in DOD, to your knowledge, make 
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recommendations for those assets to be deployed as the reopening or 
in conjunction with the reopening of that embassy? 

A In the course of conversations on the NSS staffs the 
White House staff, these things, I am sure, were brought up, because 
I can remember when the decision was made to not have FAST. In fact, 
even the package that we all thought -- I thought -- was a requirement, 
you know, a few medics, some EOD, some comm techs, technicians, there 
was this, you know, why do you need so many? 

And if you take the FAST Platoon -- 

Q Who would have said that? 

A Pretty sure Denis McDonough. You know, again, that's his 
job. He was looking at it through whatever prism he had to look 
through. He was the deputy national security advisor. He was 
chairing a lot of these what are known as the Principals meetings or 
the level below that. 

And so they were -- and I believe this would have come from the 
State Department. They didn't want to, quote, you know, militarize 
the scene with military people on the ground. And so I can even 
remember, I know talking to leremy Bash or someone saying: Look, those 
guys can go in there in civilian clothes if you want. I mean, they 
can do anything. They're behind the -- generally speaking, they're 
inside the walls anyways and not a lot of people are going to see them. 
These are infantry marines. They would set up antisniper places just 
in case that kind of thing started . They know what they ' re doing. But 
if you want to wear civilian clothing, they can do that too. 
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And the decision was made, I think the initial -- hard to 
believe -- 14, I think, went in initially. There were a couple of 
communicators. I think we had one medic . An EOD team was --normally 
there are four -- I think it was two maybe. So it was pretty small. 
And then, as I understand it, over time it got a little bit bigger. 
It's a made-to-order FAST mission. That's why they exist. 

Q Who would have been negotiating what the DOD footprint would 
have been like, should have been like, with the NSC staff? 

A Well, the input would come certainly through Sandy 

Winnefeld. I mean, that was his role as the Vice. He spends -- and 
I think you all know this --a huge amount of time at the White House 
in the NSS discussions, as well he should, and he represents, you know, 
what's within the realm of the possible, what DOD's recommendations 
are, that kind of thing. 

Another person, frankly, let's see, at the time, the Vice is 
routinely at the White House, sometimes two or three meetings in the 
course of a day. Another person, the director of the loint Staff. 
It's a three-star position, Scaparrotti, Scap, Scaparrotti. 

Q Barotti? 

A Scap, S-c-a-p-a-r-o-t-t-i . He is right now the four-star 
United States Army -- great guy -- in charge of career, and I believe 
he's being nominated to be a COCOM somewhere. 

Now, let me go back. At the time Benghazi happened, it would've 
been Scap, Scaparrotti. At the time we were reestablishing the 
embassy, it would've been Bill Gortney, Admiral Gortney, 
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G-o-r-t-n-e-y . And Bill was the director of the staff. It's not 
unusual for the director of the staff to periodically go to these think 
meetings over at -- these interagency meetings over at the NSS staff. 

And, of course, it's the NSS staff's role to do the interagency 
piece and bring all of the disparate views throughout our government 
or throughout the departments into one room and they could all argue 
it out and whatnot. So that is their role. But it would be either 
the Vice, Sandy Winnefeld at the time, or perhaps the director of the 
loint Staff. 

Now, there's a lot of talking back and forth too between, say. 
White House, NSS staff to the political appointees or to the OSD 
staff -- OSD staff's like 3,000 people -- and directly -- although I 
don't like this -- directly down to, say, the Joint Staff, the 33, the 
35. 

But in any event, there's a lot of talk going back and forth. But 
it would be the Vice Chairman ' s responsibility or normal role to present 
these kind of issues to the interagency discussions in the White House. 

Q When you became aware that there was not going to be a robust 
footprint but the skeleton crew of some 14 to 15, did you express your 
concerns with anyone or discuss it with anyone? 

A I'm sure, there's no doubt in my mind, I would have raised 
it to the Secretary of Defense, I mean, just in terms of the constant 
conversations we had back and forth. The world I lived in at the time, 
there weren't meeting -- I didn't have meetings with the Secretary. 
It's just an all-day, for the most part, being very close to him, and 
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we'd discuss anything and everything that would come up. 

AgaiOj I'd go back into -- I don't nememben that this was briefed 
to us because it would've been a State Department issue -- back to that 
again, we get called into a lot of things if the State Department wants 
us called into those things. And if they don't, then they do 
their -- you know, they're a department unto themselves and they do 
their own work. If they don't say, you know what, we need to -- we 
need to get -- we don't know what we need at this particular location 
but we know we can't provide it from within our staff, let's get the 
DOD involved. 

I've got to think, though, that the NSS received at least an info 
brief from the State Department at some level as to, okay, we're going 
back into Tripoli, we're going to reestablish relations, this is how 
we're going to do it. Gene Cretz is going to be our ambassador. He's 
a good guy, da, da, da, da, da, da, and this is what we're going back 
in there. 

Q If State Department requests DOD support -- 

A That's a good way to put it. 

Q -- how does that -- what's the food chain for that in terms 
of, does it go up to POTUS and then back down to SecDef? What's the 
chain of events for something like that? 

A All of that. I mean, it could be -- it would be that for 
sure, but it might be a call directly from the State Department to some 
person, associate that they deal with on the OSD staff to say: Hey, 
we're thinking about this, can you guys support or can you put 
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some -- can you help us with this, we'ne not the military folks. 

It could be a call-in for, you know, to leremy Bash about: Hey, 
this is what we're thinking, can you organize a brief for us so that 
we know what we're talking about when we go there? 

So it's a, to say the least, an interactive process at multiple 
levels . 

Q Are you aware if State Department ever requested DOD support 
for the reopening of the Tripoli embassy? 

A With the exception of what I've just described, I think it 
was 14, and it was EOD, corpsman or medical, what I've just described. 

Q I understand that's what resulted. My question is, do you 
know if they made a larger request, a more robust request? 

A I do not. 

Q Sir, I want to talk to you a little bit about September 10th, 
the day before the attack. Did you travel with Secretary Panetta to 
Pennsylvania that day for the memorial service? 

A Did not. 

Q Were you aware that that day the Secretary participated in 
a call with other national security principals, may have been from his 
vehicle? 

A If it was from his vehicle and he was up in Pennsylvania 
that day, I was not aware of that. But I'd have to say leremy would've 
been -- leremy Bash would've been -- you know, port and starboard, 
almost -- very seldom, but on a trip up to Pennsylvania, I had other 
things to do. And that was more of a media thing and show respect. 
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obviously . 

Q Would you get any kind of feedback on report on what that 
conversation might have been with the principals? 

A Normally^ Deremy would say: Hey, boss, got a call from Tom 
Donilon, they talked about, you know, whatever. 

Q Apparently, the COCOMs were on that call. Were you aware 
if any guidance was issued or relayed from the Secretary? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Thank you. 

A Do you know what the guidance was? 

Q No, I don't know. That's what -- I was just trying to see 

if perhaps the day before the Secretary had any guidance for the COCOMs. 

We talked -- you talked earlier a little bit about that video, 
the YouTube video, "The Innocence of Muslims." You mentioned that the 
Secretary was aware of it. That said, was there a lot of discussion 
in the Pentagon about that video and its impact potentially? 

A As I think I mentioned earlier, there were a couple of times 
that this gentleman down in Florida was going to do -- you know, he's 
very, very anti-Muslim, whether it was burn the Koran or whatever. And 
he'd always come out saying: Hey, watch what I'm going to do Sunday, 
I'm going to burn the Koran. And everyone would get agitated. 

Again, he has his right to his beliefs and all, but I know my 
Secretary thought it made no sense to call people like that. I mean, 
they're going to do what they're going to do. And the sense is that, 
you know, from a military point of view, we know how to defend our bases 
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and do that kind of thing. 

A couple times they wanted him to call. I just -- he just -- it 
would make no point in his mind to callj lower himself to call. Going 
to do it anyways. I believe Secretary Clinton may have called once 
or twice j you know, again. But Secretary Panetta was not open to that 
kind of thing. And it came up a couple times, you know, in -- 

Q Not in terms of the call, but in terms of the video itself, 
was there a lot of discussion that you were privy to about that video, 
the impact of that video, the ramifications, et cetera? 

A No. The only discussion would have been, you know, it was 
on CNN or FOX News, and we all said that's stupid and moved on, you 
know. 

Q September 11th, obviously -- 

A Let me add, there's in the world that certain people live 

in -- 

Q Who are certain people? 

A You know, all Americans. You look at life in different 
ways. There seems to be among some that a given incident would cause 
a whole --a billion people on the planet to do something, like the 
burning of the Koran or something like that. I'm very sensitive to 
this, as the former commander of Guantanamo, but that's another one 
of those -- we have Guantanamo, so there's a billion people on the 
planet that want to end Western civilization. 

There's other people that just say these things are just things 
that go on in life and a billion -- a small segment of a billion people 
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on Earth don't need much in the rationale to try to kill us, whether 
it's Brussels, Paris, Boston, Chattanooga. They don't need much. 
They're already committed. 

So where one group, one part of the thought process is we can't 
do anything to possibly offend some people, there are other people -- I 
think Secretary Panetta for sure was one of them -- who say these people 
are going to do what they're going to do, and whether it's 9/11 
anniversary or some idiot burning the Koran or something, they don't 
need a reason to do this, they're already committed to doing it. 

Q Let's move on to September 11th. And I kind of want to go 
through that day with a little more detail, if you don't mind. 

A Sure. 

Q Obviously, you were at the Pentagon that day? 

A I was. 

Q And upon the Secretary's return from the White House, did 

he immediately call the meeting? Do you recall? 

A Well, he, of course, came back from the White House with 
Marty Dempsey. They typically would ride over, ride back. I'm 
assuming they did that the same day, ride over, ride back together, 
and, you know, exchange thoughts coming and going. 

Carter Ham was in the building. He was probably standing by. 
So -- but that was, you know, again, not a formal meeting. We 
just -- the Secretary is back. Marty, I think. Winnefeld wasn't 
there. I think he was -- he wasn't there, leremy. We probably had, 
I'm guessing, someone up from the loint Staff ready to update in terms 
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of Intel what we knew. So -- 

Q So upon netunnj there was a hastily called meeting. Those 
folks j you sayj were probably in attendance. 

A Yeah. 

Q Do you recall if Admiral Tidd would have been there? 

A It is very likely he would've been there. 

Q And briefly, again, you touched on this before, just to make 
sure I'm clear on this, talk to me for a minute about what General 
Dempsey's role in all of this with regard to the response to Benghazi. 
He didn't command anything. So talk about his role and what his 
responsibilities were. 

A The Chairman of the loint Staff, of course, is the senior 
military officer in the Armed Forces, and he is the President's primary 
adviser. No one would do anything without talking to the 
Secretary --to the Chairman. He's a wealth of knowledge, a wealth 
of wisdom. When I say "anything," I mean anything big. 

Guys like me would call, you know, for atmospherics: Hey, you 
know, I know he's mad at me. My world, I know they're churning on this 
issue of GTMO right now, what are the atmospherics, because I am not 
going to do it. Or I object to what's being said about GTMO. It's 
an insult to my people, you know. 

So he's a great source of advice and all. Wouldn't hesitate to 
call and say: Hey, what you said in the hearing the other day caught 
people by surprise. lust, you know, keep telling the truth. Keep 
doing what you're doing. 
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So it would be pretty unusual to exclude hittij although if -- but 
he's not in the chain of command. And you understand what that means. 
I meanj great advice^ great suggestions, great all of that. 

All of the COCOM staff, you know, the 31, 2, 3, 4, they are 
connected with the 3oint Staff because that's where all the information 
comes from. We have passing interest in what OSD -- the political 
appointees, we work very closely with them. But, again, they're 
supposed to be up here and we're all down here. They love getting down 
to where we are, but they don't understand the issues and all. But 
it's a very collaborative process. 

But to answer your question, it would be very unusual for 
Secretary --or for Chairman Dempsey's recommendations not to be given 
powerful weight, certainly by the two secretaries I worked for. If 
you go back a little earlier, the Chairman was irrelevant, almost 
irrelevant in the Rumsfeld years. So there's another example of how 
it works. 

I know that Secretary Hagel and Marty Dempsey, again, very close, 
and Secretary Hagel had a very close relationship with him. It's the 
way it ought to be. You're really ignorant if you think you can do 
it on your own. 

Q As the COCOM commander, although General Dempsey is not in 
that chain of command, per se, for warfighters, as a COCOM commander, 
if General Dempsey said to you, "Slow down, don't move so quickly," 
or words to that effect, what impact would that have on your 
decisionmaking process? 
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A That would cause me to slow down a little bit more and have 
a discussion about it. The guy on the ground is the COCOMj and guys 
like General Dempsey understand that. What he brings to the 
discussion, in what you've just described, is the atmospherics up here, 
you know. 

Q The political atmospherics? 

A The political atmospherics -- as well as, you know, kind 
of the military . Look, you ' re asking for an aircraft carrier . Idon't 
have one. I can get you one in 30 days, but I don't have one right 
now for you. You know, that kind of thing. But good advice. But 
atmospherics are very, very important, as you know, in the town. 

But knowing the way General Dempsey is --my best friend in the 
world is Doe Dunford, he's the same kind of guy -- he's not going to 
say no. He's going to give you all the advice he can give you. And 
if you say, you know, "I've got it. Doe, but I want to talk to the 
Secretary," that would not cause him to say anything. It is absolutely 
your right. 

Q In terms of that first meeting after the return from the 
White House, did it happen pretty much immediately, to the best of your 
recollection? 

A Yeah. You know, people started to congregate. You know, 
again, it would've been probably Tidd. It might have been the D2 came 
up. Could have been a couple -- there probably was a couple of the 
political appointees like Kathy Hicks or something like that. Could 
have been Dim Miller. Dim Miller, I don't know if you've talked to 
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him, but he was the unden Secretary of Defense for policy, really a 
first-class public servant. We used to call him Huddles . Dust huddle 
up and everyone tell the Secretary what's going on. 

Q In terms of Mr. Miller, how long had he been there? 

A Well, Dim was -- when I got there. Dim was the deputy under 

Secretary of Defense for policy. Michele Flournoy was the principal. 
Michele left well under the Panetta, so say a year. So he'd been maybe 
the under Secretary of Defense for 6 to 8, 9 months. 

Q What insight would Mr. Miller have potentially about the 
response to Benghazi? 

A Well, first of all, very, very smart guy, very astute guy, 
had the confidence of the Secretary, not the military confidence but 
the confidence in terms of policy. Someone in his position constantly 
interacting with the National Security Staff. So he's got the 
atmospherics, what they're thinking about. 

Q Do you believe it is possible or plausible that he would 
have engaged with the NSS staff about what the military footprint would 
look like upon our return to Tripoli, in terms of the embassy? 

Ms. Sawyer. What timeframe are we talking about? 

Mr. Tolar. Do you understand my question? 

Ms. Sawyer. So are we talking about the return in fall of 2011? 

Mr. Tolar. I'm asking him if he understands my question. 

Ms. Sawyer. I don't understand your question, so you can explain 
to me. 


BY MR. TOLAR: 
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Q I don't cane. It doesn't matter. 

A When we were in the process as a Nation of reestablishing 

diplomatic relations in 'll, in reestablishing the embassy. Dim would 
have certainly been in, I think, in the meetings or the under Secretary 
of Defense for policy or the deputy would have certainly been in on 
the discussions at the White House, at the NSS staff. 

And as you know, it happens in every bureaucracy, you know, a 
meeting takes place and say someone, the Secretary of Defense says, 
you know, "I'm not going to do it or that's not a good idea," and, you 
know, if you persist, "I want to talk to your President about it or 
I will talk to the President," and then the meeting is over and someone 
calls the under Secretary of Defense for policy and says, "Hey, you 
better get your boss on board," or these are the -- you know what I 
mean. It happens in every bureaucracy. 

Q Sure. 

A But Dim would have been someone that would have at least 
been in attendance in some of the meetings about how they're going to 
reestablish. But those discussions would have certainly been more 
State Department saying: Look, these are the atmospherics on the 
ground, we're working with the local country, this is what their 
sensitivities are, et cetera, et cetera. 

Q Got it. All right. Back to the meeting. So you're in 
this meeting. The secretary has gotten back. He's gotten guidance 
from the President. And I want to say he said something to the effect 
of everything's on the table. Does that sound familiar? 
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A At a meeting like thatj he would have said whatever they 
need is available. So everything is on the table. 

Q And he would have said that to who? 

A To the group. 

Q Specificallyj was he talking to General Ham^ the COCOM 
commander? 

A Carter would have been there, as I 've already said. Carter 
would have been there. Chairman was there, leremy for sure. I was 
there. And he says: Okay, let ' s just make it happen . That ' s the kind 
of guidance you get from a guy like Mr. Panetta. 

Q Would that constitute the vocal order to General Ham, do 
whatever you need to do, you've got carte blanche? Is that fair? 

A It is fair. 

Q Is that what happened? 

A Carter Ham, I'm sure, then called his organization back in 
Stuttgart, who, frankly, would have already been planning, and said: 
Okay, we got the VOCO, get back to me in an hour, what do you need? 

Q At that point, after he returned from the 

White House -- and, again, I hate to rehash this, but just to be 
clear -- Secretary Panetta had the authority to order planes and 
personnel into Libya, correct? 

A Yes. I would say he -- unless he had been told by phone, 
I didn't know about it, you know, yes, he would have had that 
authority -- 

Q And -- 
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A -- panticulanly after talking to the POTUS. 

Q Check. And was there specific guidance in that meeting 
given to General Ham, or did he just say, "Ham, you've got the ball"? 

A You got it. That would have been the level of guidance. 

Q At that point, does General Ham have the authority to move 
units into Libya --or into Tripoli -- if he chooses to? Does he need 
any other authority from Secretary Panetta to move assets into 
Tripoli -- or into Libya? 

A Unless at some point along the way someone told him to slow 
down, I believe he had a VOCO. VOCO means go, whatever, you know, 
whatever it means. 

Now, these things are then followed up with paperwork and things 
like that. I mean, oftentimes you start moving and then submit the 
paperwork. But we were --it was pretty obvious that we needed to do 
something and the Secretary of Defense said do it, and you guys are 
the experts, work it out, and Carter Ham ran with the ball. 

Q So basically, in that meeting following the White House, 
at that point General Ham had been given the authority to do whatever 
he needed to do to execute a response to the events in Libya. Is that 
accurate? 

A I believe that's accurate. 

Q So he, in terms of the DOD response, he's in charge? 

A Yes, unless the Secretary of Defense changes it. 

Q Sure. Who was in charge on the political side? Is there 
somebody that would have been in charge -- or the -- I guess 
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it's -- well, I withdraw that. 

So General Ham is in charge now of AFRICOM and the response to 
the AOR. What does he need to do in order to draw upon assets that 
he FAST, What does 

he got to do in order to take operational control, whatever, tactical 
control of those units, what does he have to do to make that happen? 
Or is it implicit in the fact that Panetta says: Do what you have got 
to do. 

A Yeah, I mean, it's implicit. But to get at assets that he 
doesn't own, at that point loint Staff would be working all of the 
deployment orders because they were in the room. And, you know, under 
those circumstances, you get what you ask for. 

Q And so when you say loint Staff is working the orders, does 
that mean loint Staff is issuing orders and directives saying control 
of these assets will be transferred to AFRICOM or words to that effect? 

A Right. 

Q So that's just the paperwork? 

A The paper trail. 

Q Paper trail? 

A Yeah. 

Q But in your mind, is there any doubt that Ham was in control 
and could do whatever he wanted to do? 

A Correct. No doubt in my mind. 

Q Thank you. 


Q On that night how were the other COCOMs informed that their 
assets were going to be transferred to AFRICOM? 

A Dust by message. 

Q Okay. 

A Yeah. Or phone call. I mean, you know, a lot of that stuff 
obviously would be coming out of Europe. Dim Stavridis, Admiral 
Stavridis was the guy there. But the mindset we have as military men 
and women, if you're the guy that's got the mission, everyone else 
thinks in terms of supporting you. So as these decisions are being 
made and being disseminated through message traffic or phone calls, 
the only thing that EUCOM would be thinking about at that point was: 
How do I support Carter Ham because he's got the mission? 

Q That night, following the return of the Secretary to the 
Pentagon, generally speaking, what was your impression of what the 
mission was for DOD? What were you talking about in terms of what our 
objectives are? 

A In my view, it was, what's going on in Benghazi and what 
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can we do to fix it? And then the second pant of that was -- and I 
would go back to one of the points the Congressman made -- what's going 
on in the nest of Libya? And if the answer is nothings what do we need 
to do to make sure nothing happens? And that would have been to 
reinforce the embassy. 

Q Was there a discussion that you were privy to or became aware 
of about DOD's role in trying to recover the Ambassador j either alive 
or otherwise? 

A Other thaOj as I saidj given the mission to the COCOMj you've 
got what you -- you knowj you've got anything you needj gOj and then 
the COCOM starts working that problem. 

Q Did the Secretary prioritize missions for the COCOM? 

A No. 

Q I'm sorry? 

A No. I'm sorry. The answer to that would be no, that would 
be an operational series of decisions, discussions by the COCOM with 
his staff. 

Q Does the 13 weigh in on that process at all or are they simply 
kept informed of what goes down? 

A Interactive. 

Q Okay. 

A Yeah. 

Q Would they have input? 

A They could have recommendations. 

Q Okay. Do you know if -- 



1334 


99 

A The mindsetj again, would be what do we need to do to support 
the COCOM? 

Q Did you have an appreciation of what the DOD footprint was 
like generally in the AOR, AFRICOM/EUCOM AOR, in terms of our ability 
to respond? 

A No, just a general idea that we've got all sorts of, you 
know, units there. One of the things we have gotten used to, you know, 
we used to always have a MED and an aircraft carrier in the Med. We 
don't have it anymore. That went away 9/11, and the size of the Navy 
and all that, that would have been the solution of the problem, but 
we didn't have it. 

So we have, you know, aviation assets flying out of various 
countries. That was my first thought. Actually, the second thought. 
The first thought was really the FAST team and the mission force that 
was in the Balkans. After that, as you start putting packages 
together, you're thinking in aviation. So, yeah, I had a general idea 
of what was there. 

Q Were you aware there was a C-17 at Ramstein on alert bravo 
status, along with a crew to go with it? 

A Not specifically aware, but I would have assumed that we 
have alert aircraft in various places, Ramstein being the hub there 
in Europe. 

BY MS. CLARKE: 

Q General Kelly, I just had a question. I think Mac was just 
going through talking about how the COCOMs would have been alerted so 
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that assets that AFRICOM used that night weren't necessarily AFRICOM 
assets . 

A Right. 

Q And so the COCOMs would have been alerted^ and I think you 
said that by message or phone call. If you look at exhibit 6 , which 
is the DOD timeline. 

A Okay. 

Q On the second page of the actual timelinej near the top, 
at 8:30 p.m., there's an entry that indicates the National Military 
Command Center conducted a Benghazi conference call with 
representatives from AFRICOM, EUCOM, CENTCOM, TRANSCOM, SOCOM, and the 
four services. 

Would this have been the point in time on that night when those 
particular COCOMs were alerted about the assets -- their assets that 
may be used in response? 

A Yeah, I would say -- let me take a look. That had been 
certainly the point where the operations people within those 
organizations, the 33s, the 34, the 35 -- 33 and 34, logistics and 
operations, this is when it really starts to get formalized. 

And so everyone's alerted. The discussion would have been this 
is what's going on in Libya. AFRICOM is the supported commander, so 
everyone else is in support of him. And then the discussion would have 
been: Who's got what where? The services in this case wouldn't have 
been as important. Always have representatives. They have, of 
course, ops, 24/7 ops sections. 
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And in this case^ it's always nice fon the services to know if 
you're going to deploy. Even though they don't own thettij the Marines 
would have been very interested in the fact that the FAST teams were 
going to go somewhere. 

But this is when it all starts to get more or less formalized. 
And I would tell you the conversation would have been we stand ready 
to support AFRICOM in every case. 

Q Prior to this, would the COCOMs have received any 
notification prior to this point? I guess what I'm just trying to 
understand is kind of the information for that night. 

A Yeah. 

Q Once Secretary Panetta authorized General Ham to do what 
he needed to do, the forces were identified, how did that information 
flow to the COCOMs to make them aware of the decisions that were being 
made? 

A Before anything got formalized, I suspect that the loint 
Staff, once the Pentagon became aware that there was an issue in 
Benghazi -- and I think it originally started coming out through the 
phone calls from the embassy or the embassy staff to, I think, probably 
the ops section in the State Department. Again, they have a 24/7 ops 
section but it's not really -- it's nothing like the military 
maintains. It's almost -- it's an information disseminator. It's a 
phone call or it's a point -- a phone number to call in Washington. 
And then you start -- you know, they start waking people up or 
making -- it's nothing like that we actually have in the military. 
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So I suspect when those initial calls came in, loint Staff, at 
a minimum, would have been pushing information, what they knew, 
something was going on in Benghazi, phone call and email to the ops 
section for sure in Mons, Belgium, that's EUCOM, and certainly in 
Stuttgart. And in Stuttgart you have AFRICOM and you have EUCOM. 

So that would have started just automatically. The watch 
officers would have started pushing information out. And then it gets 
a little bit more --a lot more formalized. But always speed is of 
the essence. And as I say, we all knew instinctively, once a guy is 
told he's the supported commander, in this case AFRICOM, everyone else 
falls in line, what can I do for him. 

Q I think a couple of times today we've talked about a SVTC 
that occurred that evening, and I think you may have indicated that 
you attended that SVTC. Is that correct? 

A I did. 

Q And I think, if you look at exhibit 5 -- 

A I got it. 

Q -- this is the email where there are several redactions. 

The main part of the email that starts kind of halfway down on the first 
page is sent on September 11th at 9:44 p.m. and it's addressed to 
Dr. Miller and Dr. Hicks. Is Dr. Miller, Dim Miller, the under 
secretary for policy that you mentioned earlier? 

A Right. 

Q And then the first line of that email indicates, "The NSS 
convened a SVTC at 1930 tonight," so indicating that that particular 
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SVTC Started at 1930. And in that same paragraph it says, the 
second-to-last line, it says, "And Lieutenant General Kelly sat in as 
well . " 

Do you recall participating in that SVTC? 

A I didn't stay long. I was in and out. The SVTC would've 
been done in terms of where we would have been in the Pentagon in what 
was called cables. You know, at that point, you know, you've got 
to -- I'm not trying to make a joke here -- but at this point no one 
had a clue what was going on. And so to sit through, you know, another 
SVTC, leremy was there, it was an NSS SVTC, so I wouldn't have stayed 
long. I did not stay long. 

Q When you say you didn't stay long, do you have 
a -- 15 minutes, 30 minutes? 

A I can't say. lust in and out. 

Q Do you recall -- 

A It was a later in the evening one that I endured. 

Mr. Tolar. Was there more than one? 

General Kelly. There was -- it's my recollection there 
was -- yeah, I mean, there was -- 9:44. This might have been the one. 
No. Seems to me it was a later SVTC. 

BY MS. CLARKE: 

Q I don't know if you had the opportunity earlier to read 
through, this appears to be a readout of what was discussed in the SVTC. 
And if you want to take a moment to read through to see if anything 
in here allows you to recall what you understood during the discussions 
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in the SVTC and information that you may have been privy to. 

A One thingj again, I seem to recall during the SVTC -- 9:44. 
I don't know if it was this one. Seems to me there was a later one. 
But that's when they were confident that -- the announcement was made 
that Chris Stevens had been found, you know, alive and injured. 

Q And referring to the later SVTC that you seem to recall, 
was that an interagency SVTC or was that another SVTC -- 

A I believe that was a State, came out of State. 

Q So that would have just been between DOD and State? 

A No, there were other channels, you know, in the SVTC. We 
were mostly listening. It was them talking to each other really, as 
I recollect. 

Q For this particular SVTC, as it's referenced in this email, 
do you have a recollection of the information prior -- and I understand 
that you didn't stay very long. But during your time at the SVTC, do 
you have a recollection of what was discussed or anything that stood 
out to you in that SVTC? 

A At this point in the evening a lot of people guessing what 
was going on. There was just not any hard information, and it's just 
the nature of something like this. And as time goes on, things tend 
to clarify, and obviously when you then have an ability weeks or months 
later to sit down and say, okay, let's go through this, you know, minute 
by minute. 

But at this point, it was one of the things, frankly, I always, 
always, always would caution people about. Again, military people 
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don't tend to do it because of the level of experience we have in 
operations. But always more than suggesting to people that were 
political appointees and whatnot thatj let's not overreact to this. 
I don't mean in this case. But we don't know what's going on. 

And we can all sit together and guess at it, but we need -- and 
that's what Carter Ham and his folks were doing, I can tell you, I can 
guarantee you at this point, is trying to find out what was going on 
on the ground from every source they could possibly piece together. 

But this would happen all the time. You see something on 
CNN -- not germane to this -- but you see something on CNN and everyone 
would start getting spun up. I said: Hey, calm down, initial reports, 
they're never as good or as bad as they come in. We need to take a 
breath here. The guy or gal on the ground is dealing with it. Let's 
wait until whoever it is -- Carter Ham in the Benghazi case, or 
depending, lohn Allen when he was in Afghanistan, loe Dunford -- let's 
wait -- lohn Kelly, when I was in SOUTHCOM -- let's wait, he's the guy 
on the ground, and just not overreact here in Washington. And for God 
sakes, put the 8,000-mile screwdrivers away. Let them work the 
problem. 

It's a constant battle here in Washington. I understand it 
because pressures of the media, pressures, frankly, of the Hill, they 
need to give answers. And the answer, you know, a lot of times you 
don't like to give is, you know, we don't know what's going on, but 
there's a guy or a gal on the ground that's working this problem, let's 
let that person have some time. 
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Q I this readout on the second page it talks about some of 
the ways ahead. And I understand you didn't attend the entire meetings 
but once the meeting endedj did you receive a briefing about the 
discussions that were held during that meeting? 

A It's my recollection everything waSj you know -- again, 
maybe I'm just a believer in this -- Carter Ham had this. I was, 
frankly, mildly interested, in my job --I'd have been very different 
had I been in other jobs, if I'd been the 33 of the loint Staff, I'd 
have had a different view -- I was mildly interested, with all due 
respect, in what a bunch of political appointees were discussing in 
a near vacuum -- worse than that, in a world or in a situation where 
it was nothing but speculation. This is what I heard. Hey, we just 
got a phone call from this guy. It serves no purpose to make too many 
decisions, particularly when you don't know what's going on. 

BY MR. TOLAR: 

Q Sir, again, looking at the timeline, it appears that the 
National Military Command Center conducted a conference call at 8:30 
p.m. I believe that's on the second page of your timeline. 

A Got it. Yep. 

Q Did you participate in that call, sir? 

A No. That would have been -- all of this ops stuff is 

outside the Secretary of Defense's office. We would have been called 
into that. The military guys and gals are making it happen at this 
point . 

Q That's the warfighters? 
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A Right, the warfighters are making it happen. 

Q Do you have any appreciation what was discussed on that 

call? 

A I know what was discussed on that call only because I know 
what those calls include, but not that evening. And the only reason 
I would say that I might have gotten a phone call is if -- this is 
hypothetically -- Dim Stavridis said: I 'm not looking to let them use 
my airplanes. I'd get a phone call right away, and I could straighten 
that out for him. But that ' s just not the nature of how we do business, 
as you know. 

Q I'm curious about the timing of this meeting. It didn't 
happen until 8:30 p.m. Do you have any thoughts on that, why perhaps 
it didn't occur sooner? 

A Yeah. I would say that by this time warning orders are out . 
I mean, there's already been phone calls, there's already been emails, 
and this is probably the first opportunity to get all of the players. 
I know I keep saying this, but I'll say it a lot: AFRICOM is already 
working this problem. So now you're bringing in everybody to get a 
"who's on first" phone call and, once again, to talk to AFRICOM to say: 
What do you need? Are you getting everything you think you need. 

Q And based on your experience, what do you think was 
discussed here? 

A Exactly what I just pointed out: Hey, AFRICOM, where are 
you on this right now? And then they would run down. What do you need 
from us? TRANSCOM at this point would be hyper, very, very important 
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in terms of moving forces and airplanes. But it would be: AFRICOMj 
where you right nowj and what do you need from us? 

Q Who's directing that call? Who's leading that call? 

A Who was in? That would have been the loint Staff. They 
would have been net control. 

Q Probably -- so then Admiral Tidd probably? 

A Probably Tiddj yeah. Tidd would have been in there for 

sure. His whole senior -- you knowj the 3 and people like that would 
have been there and the 4. Probably the director of the Joint Staffs 
I suspect j would have been in there j Bill Gortney. He wouldn't have 
had to have been, but probably couldn't keep him away from meeting like 
that . 

Q You mentioned obviously that the Secretary didn't have an 
ops center. How did you stay abreast of the developments throughout 
the evening? 

A I would watch the emails. And there was enough coming and 
going where I would be kept up to date in what was going on. I 
wouldn't -- what I would never want to do, what no one should do to 
the civilian decisionmakers is to run in there with updates that you 
don't even know are accurate. The Secretary of Defense knows that if 
he's needed -- I mean, he's going to track it -- but if he's needed 
on a given discussion, no one is going to hesitate to go in there and 
say: Boss, we need your help on this one. 

Q How often did you update the Secretary that evening? Was 
it a regular thing or you just -- 
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A lust probably knowing the way the relationship and all, 
just: It's still churning, boss, we've got things going, and we still 
don't know what exactly is going on. 

Q I mean, the reality at this point, what's the Secretary's 

role? 

A Zero. Not zero. He has a role because he sits atop the 

structure, but he doesn't have an operational role. He has a decision 
policymaking role. And, you know, frequently the boss would come in 
with -- or we would go to the Secretary of Defense, the two I worked 
for, for sure, and say: We're just getting this from the -- not on 
this topic necessarily -- but we're just getting something from State 
or from the White House. Could you put a fork in this thing? I mean, 
this is silly thinking. 

He would do that kind of thing. But minute-to-minute things, 
that's the operators are executing. 

Q Did you ever personally have any discussion with General 
Ham that evening of the 11th? 

A In the room, but not: Carter, what do you need from us? 
He was just getting all of that. 

Q Did you communicate with General Dempsey? 

A lust, again, in the room. 

Q Did you ever communicate with any of the commanders in the 
EUCOM or AFRICOM ADR, including the COCOMs and commanders below them, 
that night? 

A Would not have had any reason to. Would have been very - - I 
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mearij I'd done it in a New York second if there was a reason to. But 
no. 

Q You didn't do it that night? 

A No recollection of that. 

Q Or the next day? 

A No. 

Q I apologize. Briefly talk about the 13 ops center and kind 
of what their role was that evening. Don't get in the weedSj please, 
but just a broad look. 

A The National Military Command Center is in the Pentagon, 

and it is staffed 24/7, you know. And it receives constant information 
from any number of sources. And it is the point of entry, if you will, 
the operational point of entry into the Pentagon, into the Department 
of Defense. And they are, as I say, the people in there are very, very 
good. There's a large number of people. 

They're fairly senior as a group. There's always a one-star 
watch officer, and he's running the show, and he's got colonels and 
lieutenant colonels. And they don't hesitate to pick the phone up and 
in the middle of night, Christmas morning, doesn't matter, that's 
usually when the calls would come in. 

So it's very energetic, and they have their procedures worked out 
and they're very fast to make decisions and they're very fast to pull 
people in that need to know. You know, it's the old story, what do 
you wake the Secretary of Defense up in the middle of the night for? 
Working for the Secretary of Defense, I told people this is what I'll 
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wake him up fon, otherwise, you know -- and that would be like a 
Benghazi. And the same thing, any commander tells the staff: This 
is what you wake me up for in the middle of the night, otherwise work 
the problem and I'll be in in the morning. 

Q Is the NMCC synonymous with the 33 ops center? 

A Yeah. 

Q One in the same? 

A One in the same, yeah. 

Q Admiral Tidd was a 33? 

A He was. 

Q So he was in charge of that ops center? 

A Right, they worked for him. 

Q But there was a one-star running the floor? 

A Running the floor. 

Q Do you recall who that might have been? 

A Idon't. I think actually it ' s on one of the emails, Leskys 
(ph), something like that. And they're in shifts. They do 8-hour 
shifts. And when the shift's over -- typically, when you're about to 
go on shift you show up a half an hour early and you get briefed on 
what's going on in the world, get settled in, and then the other guys 
kind of stay for about half an hour while you've got it and then they're 
out of there. 

Q You mentioned earlier that you think you went ashore 
about sometime after midnight? 

A Yeah, it seems to me. 
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Q Prion to -- I'm sonny. You went home sometime after 
midnight? 


A Yeah. 

Q Connect? 

A Right. 

Q Before you departed^ did you have any pressing concerns on 
issues you were thinking about that you can recall? 


A No. AFRICOM had it. 


Q I want to talk about September 12th j please. You got back 
to the office 4 o'clock in the morningj more or less? 

A More or less, real early. A little later than usual, 
though . 

Q Did you get an update on the status of the forces that were 
tasked to respond -- FAST, Cl F 
^^^^^that morning? 

A That would have -- in a case like that, and pretty 
regularly, back on the National Military Command Center, I would 
frequently have the watch officer come up and brief the Secretary, and 
I'm sure we did it that morning, to where the watch officer came up 
with maybe one other person, sat down with the Secretary and said: 
Okay, this is what happened over the course of the evening. 

But that brief would have been at that point, you know, Stevens 
is dead, everyone's out of Benghazi, we've got, you know, we've got 
marines going to Tripoli. Remember the topic of discussion was, 
frankly, at that point who were the guys that went to help, because 
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we were not immediately awane that there was a -- you knowj it didn't 
surprise anyone -- but that there was a CIA things facility there. But 
that would have been the level of briefj things are happening. 

Were you aware the 

that they sat on the tarmac for about 6 hours waiting on a ride? 

A NOj I wasn't aware of that. 

Q Does that concern you? 

A I would say it surprises me^ but if a decision was made^ 
a conscious decision to hold them there by EUCOMj that most -- not EUCOM 
but AFRICOM -- that would have been, I'm assuming, because there was 
a need to hold them there. Now, it may have been, back to the country 
clearance thing, it may have been State Department saying: Hey, we 
haven't got country clearance yet. 

Now, we can discuss whether that was -- whether we should have 
done it or not, but that's, you know -- so if they sat on the ground 
for 6 hours it was for a reason why, because you could bet that that 
captain and those marines wanted to be in Tripoli. 

Q The captain indicated that they were loaded on that plane, 
ready to go at 1 p.m. local time. It took off at 4 p.m. local time. 
Over the course of the next 3 hours, he was forced, directed -- pick 
a term -- but basically having to change in and out of uniforms into 
skivvies and back and forth and back and forth. Additionally -- 

A On the airplane or -- 

Q On the airplane, yes. I apologize, I don't recall 
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specifically, but I believe so. 

A Okay. I think it was brought up earlier that it might have 
been down on the tarmac, yeah. 

Q It was. The point was, they were ready for takeoff at 1 

p.m. They didn't leave until 3 hours later. 

Who would have been engaged -- who up the food chain would have 
been directing them to change in and out of uniform? 

A Well, for sure -- I mean, I can't imagine a military person 
saying -- 

Q Why do you say that? 

A Well, just because we're predisposed to wear our uniforms. 
That's, you know, who we are. So if someone said -- for sure, if 

someone said -- told EUCOM -- told AFRICOM, "Hey, we want them in 

civilian clothes," that would have come from the interagency, the NSS 
probably. Those would have been the desires, I believe, of the State 
Department. 

And, again, they're looking at it from the, you know, we don't 
want to appear to be militarized in this thing. You know, maybe the 
local government felt, okay, you can bring them in but you can't wear 
uniforms. I don't know. But that wouldn't have been something -- to 
change people in and out of uniform, that would have come all by itself 
from the military commander. 

Q It would not have? 

A It would not have. 

Q How do you believe that would have been communicated to the 
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AFRICOM commander? 

A A number of ways. At this point, it could have been -- you 
know, remember the -- all the COCOMs have a State Department person 
working for them, and that's a very valuable chain or information flow. 
It could have come in that way. But, again, if it was something that 
the commander didn't want to do, he wouldn't have done it. And then 
it would have been elevated if, say. State Department felt very strong 
about it, then it would have been elevated to a higher level. 

Q Was the Secretary ever asked to engage on that issue that 
night or that day? 

A No. 

Q Later that day, after the recovery was made, all the 
personnel were Medevac'd to -- back to Ramstein. Immediately upon 
landing it was requested they all be briefed by the Ambassador, the 
U.S. Ambassador to Germany. Were you tracking that at all? 

A No. 

Q Do you know anything about it? 

A No. If you can reveal, why would the Ambassador in Germany 
want to talk -- 

Q That's the question. 

A Oh. In the course of the day, one of the things the Marine 

Corps -- you know, the Marine Corps has a very close relationship with 
the State Department in terms of we man all of their embassies and have, 
I think, since 1947. The Commandant of the Marine Corps extended a 
desire to the State Department that the Marine Corps handle the body 
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return and the ceremonial part of that things and that was something 
that we transmitted to the State Department, and they were taken by 
that. And, of course, if you remember, the reception there at Andrews, 
it was all the marine body bearers from 8th and I. 

In my recollection, the only message that I had or interaction 
with the State Department the next day was simply that, that the Marine 
Corps would like to handle the body return at Andrews. 

Q And just for edification here and general understanding, 

talk to me, please, about when it comes to setting a vocal order. 
Obviously, the Secretary has the authority to do that and then he 
directs the COCOM commander to do that. After that, the COCOM can do 
whatever he wants in terms of issuing vocal orders to his subordinates. 
Is that accurate? 

A Absolutely. 

Q Okay. Now, I want to talk to you about N-hour. Talk to 

me about -- describe briefly what N-hour is, how it gets established, 
by who, et cetera. 

A Well, any time you put a plan together, if you're going to 

put a plan together, and sometimes before you even put the plan 

together, it's very common with us in these type of situations, you 
start calling people, telling them to get moving, spinning up, if you 
will . 

And then the staff typically in a case like this would be current 
ops, current operations in the 13 . They put a quick straw man together . 
And, of course, as you know, we plan all of this stuff, so it's 
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relatively quick to do. You just start to plug and play information. 

But there's always a start point to the event. Now, it could be 
the start point could be on order, because you don't know when you're 
going to start. 

Q What do you mean on order? 

A Wait for me to tell you to go. And, in fact, there are 

probably hundreds, if not thousands of plans in the Pentagon, and 
they're all, you know, execute on order. 

So you would start to build the plan. And, of course, the staff 
working across the staff are figuring out, okay, what's real, what's 
within the realm of the possible here. What can we do. How fast can 
we get the In-extremis Force out of the Balkans onto airplanes and maybe 
prestage them in Sigonella, if that's what you were going to do. How 
fast can we get airplanes down probably from Ramstein to Rota to 
preposition to bring the FAST marines, if that was the decision. 


So all of that timeline is worked as the staff is putting together 
the operations plan. That is why organizations like TRANSCOM are so 
vital and as good as they are because they can, you know, bring it down 
really to a very, very, you know, rigid set of timelines, how FAST you 
can move people, whether it's by air or whatever. 

But N-hour is a decision, usually it starts out as an on-order. 
And then once the commander is briefed -- and this can take as long 
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as -- what I'm describing to you could take an hour of less or it can 
take 3 weeks. 
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[11:50 a.m.] 

General Kelly. On it can take 3 weeks. 

And then he looks at the plan and says, "Okay, let's realistically 
staff. When can we move?" And they say, "So we could move right now." 
He could say, "Execute." Or he could give everyone 1 hour or whatever 
or "let's go at first light," whatever that is and whatever you're 
doing. But that's what that is. 

BY MR. TOLAR: 

Q Who would have set N-hour for the night in response to the 
Benghazi attacks? Who would establish N-hour? 

A I mean, again, it goes to the operational commander of the 
AFRICOM. So he should have established the N-hour. 

Q In your experience working with Secretary Panetta, did he 

ever establish N-hour? 

A No. 

Q Did General Dempsey ever establish N-hour that you ' re aware 

of? 

A I can't imagine. 

Q Would the 33 have ever established N-hour? 

A I couldn't imagine. Because, again, they don 't know what ' s 
within the realm of impossible. They're not doing the scut work on 
the plan. 

Q Were you tracking when the AFRICOM commander established 
N-hour? 

A No. I mean, that night I was not. 
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Q Do you recall when you learned that N-hour was established? 

A You know, loosely the next day when I came to work. But, 
again, by that time, everything was either over and we know what 
happened in Benghazi or there were still, you know, a few units moving, 
like FAST getting in place. 

Q It just seems that N-hour wasn't established for a long 
time. And then it's established, yet the movement of the personnel 
was simply to an ISB at Sigonella. Do you have any thoughts on that? 

A I don't. I mean, again, I don't know what was in the 
combatant commander's mind. 

Mr. Tolar. I'm sorry. Shannon, I'm over my time limit. I've 
got a few more minutes. Do you want me to finish or do you -- 

Ms. Green . Please. 

Mr. Tolar. Okay. Thank you. 

BY MR. TOLAR: 

Q I'm going to bounce around with a few issues here. 

First of all, I want to go back to the GIF. The GIF, as you're 
aware, And when they are operating, 

it's my understanding -- when they're operating in conjunction 


Is that your understanding? 

A I don 't know the exact timeline, but that wouldn 't surprise 
me . 

Q As opposed to the FAST team has to be ready to go 


waiting on a ride -- 
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A Uh-huh. 

Q -- the GIF has to be wheels 

A Uh-huh. 

Q Does that sound -- 

A Makes sense to me. 

Q Okay. Who in the GIF chain of command can waive thatj that 
requirement to be wheels up[ 

A I would say the GOGOM. I had a GIF working for me. Never 
used themj thankfully. But if I was depending on them to have a certain 
timeline in the plan^ in the op plan^ then they should come to me if 
they want to extend that. 

Q Explain the GIF's chain of command. 

A Well, special operators up to the special operations chain, 
but if they're committed to a GOGOM, the GOGOM owns them. 

At this point at which -- I mean, they may be doing, like they 
were that night, they were doing things in the Balkans, some training 
exercise. That was not the GOGOM 's exercise; I don't think it was. 
So they were doing what they were doing. 

But they still needed to be again, it would 
come to me. And, I mean, I'm a pretty good guy about allowing other 
people to make decisions, but I would want to know that they came in 
through the -- it would come through the 13, my 33 to say, hey, they're 
going to be out of -- and I'd take a look at the AO and say, you know, 
not much going on, okay, I'm okay with it. I mean, that would be the 


process . 
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Q We talked with the CIF commander. 

The CIF 

commander --we now know that the CIF sat on the tarmac for almost 
9 hours --9 hours -- before going wheels up . Do you have any thoughts 
on that? 

A Back to the same comment. It would be -- I'm assuming a 
conscious decision was made by the combatant commander as he was getting 
his head in the game, trying to figure out what was going on, whatever, 
that that decision was made by the combatant commander and his staff. 

Now, again, the other part of it is -- it could have been one of 
two things. Either the combatant commander purely made that decision 
because he was sorting out in his own mind, gathering information, 
conditions on the ground, or he could have been influenced to make that 
decision by the chain of command. I don't know. 

Q I want to talk to you briefly for a minute about drones. 
Obviously, drones were engaged that night to provide surveillance. 
What is your understanding of the ability of those drones to be armed? 
Do you have an understanding of that at all? 


Q 


I 


A 
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Q Are you aware of whether or not that night the drones that 
were providing the ISR feed in realtimej are you aware as to whether 
or not they were armed? 

was 



Q Let's say we could have armed one of those Predators. As 
a commanderj what would you do with it? 

A Back to the discussion about airpower. 

Q Oh, yeah. Okay. So I'm talking about Benghazi, the night 
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of the attack -- 

A Right. 

Q -- you know what's going on. Let ' s say you could have armed 
one of those Predators. What would you have done? Anything? 

A Wellj certainly gotten them back over Benghazi and started 
watching what's going on on the ground. But if you can't figure out 
who the people you know 



SOj I meaOj in a case like thiSj again, to have the aircraft, drone 
or otherwise, over the target, potential target, is one thing, but to 
know who the people are that you're about to kill is an entirely 
different thing. 

Q Going back, a few minutes earlier, you made the comment that 
authority was passed from the loint Staff to the COCOM. But the loint 
Staff was just a conduit, they weren't a filter -- 

A Yeah. Authority would have been passed -- you know what 
authority is, right? 

Q Right. 

A Authority goes from the President to the Secretary of 
Defense to the COCOM, with a lot of help, thankfully, from the Doint 
Staff. 

Q Are you familiar at all with the evacuation of the Libyan 
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Embassy in 2014? 

A I'm not. 

Q Tripoli. Do you know anything about it? 

A No. I meanj just I know that it was eventually done because 
of thiSj you know, deteriorating situation. But that would have been 
off the early bird, you know, out of the newspaper, as opposed to -- I 
would have no reason to be involved in knowing about that, being at 
SOUTHCOM. 

Q Did you ever have a discussion with General Rodriguez, as 
COCOMs, about, hey, I've got to put together this plan or something? 

A No. That's his problem. 

Q Okay. 

Sir, is there anything else that you can think of that might be 
beneficial to this committee in our investigation, something we haven't 
discussed, something that might be important, something that should 
be fleshed out, any thoughts at all? 

A I would just offer -- and I don't know if he -- I guess he's 
not been here. But Carter Ham is the guy that -- I mean, so many of 
these questions that I could only address hypothetically or "this is 
what I might have done," you know, he's the guy that was taking those 
decisions. And he's as good as they come, retired now. And if you 
haven't spoken to him -- I know he's been at other venues, but if you 
haven't spoken to him and you want answers to these questions, he's 
the guy. 

Q And anybody else? 
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A It seems to me you've talked to -- I don't know if you can 

get at people like Tom Donilon on -- when I say "get at" them, I 

know -- on -- he's the chief of staff at the White House now. I don't 
know if he's -- but Denis McDonough. These wene the guys on the gnound 
thene. And I think pnobably lohn Bnennan, who at the time, I think, 

was the National Secunity Staff tennonism guy befone he took CIA. 

Petnaeus, if he hasn't been oven hene. 

Q He has. 

A Good. That's night. 

Q Anything else you'd like to shane with us on anything we 
should be thinking about on considen on any othen thoughts? 

A I would just thnow on the table -- this is just fnom a guy 
that has seen this oven the yeans. Again, the cultune of the 
onganization at the State Depantment, wondenful, wondenful people, 
veny dedicated public senvants. They see it, I think -- and I think 
this is to thein cnedit in a lot of ways. They see the detenionation 
of a situation in a given countny -- a lot of times, they see it as 
kind of, "This will impact -- this will be a nepont cand on us." You 
know, they want to influence in a positive way U.S. intenests in the 
countnies they senve in, in, you know. Main State and the wonld. 

And so, when things ane going down the tubes, my belief is that 
they can wait too long, in hopes that maybe things will get better on 
they can influence the players on the ground. But at a certain point, 
you know, hope becomes a course of action which is no course of action 


at all. 
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And I would just offer that I don't know how you would do thiSj 
but at a certain pointy it would seem to me that other people need to 
influence the action relative to how long we wait before we, say, 
evacuate an embassy or whether we reestablish an embassy. 

Or if a host country is telling the United States of America --in 
my viewj it's infinitely more important and beneficial to the country 
to have the American embassy there helping^ reestablished and helping. 
And in the process of doing that, if a host country, like Libya, which 
was, you know, in a mess at the time and needed all the help it could 
get -- and the United States, to say the least, I think was champing 
at the bit to give them that help, as was a lot of other people -- and 
they say, look, we really don't want, you know. Marines on the ground 
in uniform or U.S. military people here in uniform, you know, in spite 
of the fact the last time the Marines were in Tripoli was over 200 years 
ago, but at that point you say, no, you know what, we need to send in 
the right people to secure our embassy. 

Now, we can have them there in civilian clothes and we can limit 
their movement off the embassy grounds, which is sovereign U.S. 
territory. But I think that would be received by a country, 
particularly a country that needed the help so desperately. 

So the idea that we didn't have Marines on the ground there from 
the get-go -- and that means when we reestablished the 
situation -- and, frankly, when we moved out to Benghazi, we know now 
that it was, to say the least, dicey, I think everyone would agree, 
even before this happened, to have had the right kind of people on the 
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ground there. I'm a big believer in, you know, contract people are 
fine, but if you're in a country like Libya, relying on militias and 
all the rest of it, I think it's iffy. 

So my point would be, at a certain point, I think, that should 
be really a hard-fought-out decision by the interagency, not left up 
to, in this case, the State Department. Because they're predisposed 
to just, you know, try to make it work. 

And then I would say, at the point at which a decision is made 
that we're pulling the embassy out, I believe at that point the 
expertise on how to do that, whether it's a contested withdrawal, a 
dangerous withdrawal, or just, you know -- and I don't mean when they 
decide to start to reduce the embassy staff. You know, the ambassador 
gets permission from State Department and says, "I want to send most 
of the staff home," they get on a commercial airline, and off they go. 
That's his call. But at a point, in my view, where it's really dicey 
and things are coming apart and really where, you know, there's a 
potential that we'd have to shoot our way in and shoot our way out, 
I think that decision, once the decision is made by the Secretary of 
State that we're going to close an embassy, I think that the people 
that really know what they're doing in that situation to get those 
people out safe is the COCOM. 

And so if the COCOM is looking at that situation and says we can 
get C-130S in there and out of there in time, that's a way to do it. 
If he says, hey, let's get them down to the port, we can pull them out, 
put them all on a ferry, we'll hire a ferry and off that go. 
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no longer 

a State Department operation. The professionals is DOD. And I think 
we need to kind of take a look at that. 

You know, we have one commission after another looking at the way 
DOD does business, you know, Goldwater-Nichols and all of that, and 
we're starting to go down that route again. And it's always good to 
look at how you do business. 

But I think that's something -- because at any given time, there 
is probably on the globe, I'd say, you know, 10 or 12 or 15 or maybe 
30 -- not 10 or 12 or 15 -- embassies that clearly are at risk. And, 
as I say, the 5tate Department, for all the right reasons, sees it as 
a personal failure if they have to reduce the size of an embassy or 
close it. But sometimes when you're looking at it that way, you're 
not making the decisions fast enough to maybe say we've got to get out 
of here. 

You know, I've been in involved NEOs, noncombatant evacuations, 
you know, in Beirut and places like that. That's the last thing you 
want to do, is be flying in on helicopters, pulling U.5. citizens out. 
That decision should have been made 4 months earlier, so instead of 
having to pull out, you know, hundreds of staff, you only have to pull 
out half a dozen. 

5o that would be something that I think probably is worth looking 
at . 

Q What is your understanding of the actual assaults on the 



1365 


130 

compound in Benghazi? Did you see the video of how that went down? 

A No. I just knowj you knowj in the course of the night, I 
remember there was some chatter within the office, and I think it came 
back over from the White House even, that, hey, this was the result 
of some demonstration. Okay, fine, there's demonstrations all around 
the world. It struck me that the average demonstration, you know, they 
throw a few Molotov cocktails, throw some rocks over the fence, 
something like that. This struck me early on as being different than 
that . 

And, again, I'm just an infantry guy, what do I know. But once 
I heard there were RPGs and particularly mortars involved, I said, oh, 
this was planned. Mortars, in particular, are hard. You have to be 
trained to use a mortar. And when you're out putting rounds on a roof, 
that's a pretty small target. When you're putting rounds on a roof, 
that's real mortar gunnery. And it struck me that this was far more 
than just a demonstration going bad. 

Q But, again, you didn't see the video of the execution -- 

A No. 

Q -- the bad guys into the SMC? 

A No. 

Q I'm sorry? 

A No. I'm sorry. 

Mr. Tolar. Shannon? 

Ms. Green . We'll take a short break, and we have just a few more 


questions . 
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Mn. Tolar. Okay. Real quick. 

General Kelly. Good to go. 

Mr. Tolar. YeSj sir. 

[Recess . ] 

Ms. Green . We can go back on the record. It's 1:18. 

We won't take an hourj by any meanSj sir. I have a few questions^ 
my colleagues may have a questioOj and then we have a series of questions 
that we ask every witness. 

General Kelly. Okay. 

BY MS. GREEN: 

Q In the last hourj my colleagues represented that the FAST 
team was waiting on the tarmac for 6 hours, perhaps a bit longer. There 
was some speculation about why that might have been the case. 

I'd like to direct your attention back to exhibit No. 4. The 
subject line is "Quick level set." 

A Okay. Got it. 

Q Do you see that, sir? 

A Yeah. 

Q lust as an initial matter, you are not a recipient of this 
email. Is that correct? 

A The very first one? 

Q I don't see your name -- 

A No, I don't either. No. 

Q -- on this email, on any version of it. 


A Right. Okay. 
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Q Towards the bottom of that first page^ there is an email 
from Admiral Winnefeld. The time on that email is 1:19 a. m. Do you 
see that, sir? 

A Got it. 

Q The first sentence of that email: "Understand we now have 
dip clearance for the FAST Platoon into Tripoli. Working to accelerate 
the airlift." What would that mean to you, sir? 

A "Dip clearance" is diplomatic clearance. Of course, 

that's a State Department effort. So -- 

Q So it appears that, as of 1:19 a.m. -- 

A Right. 

Q -- they have diplomatic clearance for the FAST. 

A Right. 

Q Does that appear to be the case? 

A Right. 

Q And you weren't on this email. Is that correct, sir? 

A I don't see my name in the -- 

Q Which could certainly be why you might not have been aware 
of this -- 

A Right. 

Q -- development. 

BY MS. SAWYER: 

Q And what does that second part in that sentence mean? Or 
second sentence, I guess. "Working to accelerate the airlift." 

A The airlift would have been coming out of probably Ramstein, 
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C-17S, the big birds, and then the smaller ones, C-130S. So accelerate 
would be kind of unusual because this is quite a time into the tragedy. 
But it seems to me that Sandy Winnefeld is talking -- "USAFE" is U.S. 
Air Force Europe. So he's a component commander in Europe. He owns 
the airplanes and works for the COCOM. And so it seems to me that 
Admiral Winnefeld is saying that he has talked to the USAFE commander 
and they can speed up the movement of the aircraft to do whatever they 
want them to do. 

Q Well, it actually says, quote, "We'll advise if it can be 
accelerated," end quote. 

A Okay. Got it. All right. 

Q So just reading on the face of it -- and I understand you ' re 
not on it -- it would seem to indicate that they are not sure yet if 
they can accelerate. And that would be the aircraft that would take 
the FAST Platoon to Tripoli? 

A Yeah. Yes. What's unusual to me would be that at 1:19 in 
the morning we hadn't already started moving airplanes. Now, again, 
it could be that none were available, some were somewhere else, they 
had go and -- I don't know. But it seems to me that we're talking, 
what, about 6 hours, 8 hours after we found out that something was going 
on . 

And, to me, again, just lohn Kelly, my initial thoughts would have 
been FAST, because they're available, and the Commander's In-extremis 
Force in the Balkans, that we would have, you know, already started 
moving airplanes to at least get on the tarmac and get ready to pick 
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them up. Even if you didn't have dip clearance, you could do that. 
And then as soon as -- if you got dip clearance, then bang, they're 
at Rota, as an example, and they could move. 

Q But just on the face of this email, it actually seems that 
the contrary may have been true. There was dip clearance and not an 
airplane for them to get on at that moment in time. 

A It would seem to me that the holdup was dip clearance. 

Q "Was dip clearance"? It says that they have dip clearance. 

A Well, at 1:19 they have dip clearance. 

Q And it says that we're -- 

A I think others -- 

Q -- working to accelerate the airlift. 

A Others were saying earlier that why didn ' t they move earlier 
than this, and the discussion was, you know, the State Department has 
to work it out with the host country to get diplomatic clearance. In 
this case, we got diplomatic clearance; now the holdup would appear 
to be aircraft. 

Q But those two things would have been working in tandem. 

A Right. 

Q You said that -- 

A Should have been working. Yeah, should have been working 
in tandem. 

Q So had the aircraft been there at that moment, they could 
have left? 

A It could seem to me they could have left because they had 
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dip clearance. 

Nonmallyj you would not launch an airplane with people^ 
obviously^ until you had dip clearance. Now, the flight from Rota 
isn't that long, but normally you would not launch unless you knew you 
could land. 

Q And we've already discussed that you were not on that 
particular email, but you also were not involved in the specific 
discussions that might have taken place with the vice admiral and 
certainly the conversations with General Ham, who you said would have 
been the person to coordinate the actual operational response and have 
the authority to do so that night? 

A Right. And if you look at that email that Admiral Winnefeld 
sent out, he's a military guy, but all of the "to"s on that email of 
the names -- and I recognize a vast majority of the names . Oh, there's 
[Captain was Sandy Winnefeld 's XO 

assistant. But everyone else on there you can see are political types 
from the White House. 

Q And you had indicated that the really definitive voice on 
these questions would be General Ham? 

A Right. 

Q And I think you described him kind of being as good as they 
come and that he really would be both the expert to have made the 
decisions that night, I assume -- you think he was expert to make the 
call? 

A You don't get to be a four-star unless you're halfway 
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decent. And I will tell you this, that military decisions are made. 
Sometimes they are exactly the night decisions; sometimes they are not 
in retrospect or in the Monday-morning quarterbacking. But you make 
decisions on what you know on the ground. And most of us don't 
hesitate. We do the mental calculation about who's going to live and 
who's going to die. 

None of these missions, from an American point of view -- I mean, 
he would not hesitate --he would do the calculation and decide whether 
too many Americans might die that night, not that if any would die, 
but too many, whatever "too many" is. And that's in his mind and in 
his heart. So he is the guy, in my view, that can answer so many of 
your questions on timeline, influences, and all of that. 

But, again, I think, as always, you have to look at the 
Monday-morning quarterbacking aspect of this and say, what did I know 
at the point, at that moment in time. And I made a decision, and 
sometimes a lot of people get killed and sometimes not so many, but 
you've got to be careful. 

Q I think when I spoke with you before, I asked you the 
question did you know how many times he had testified before Congress, 
and you said you didn't know. 

A No. I heard a bunch of times, but it was kind of a, you 
know, next-to-the-urinals conversation. 

Q Right. Well, I can put a -- 

A I guess he's been here a lot, huh? 

Q Yeah, I can put a fine point on that, a bunch of times. So 
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he has testified to Congress eight times. 

A Eight times. 

Q And we have access to some of those transcripts. He has 

been asked and I think he has done his best to explain multiple times 
about the decisionmaking that night. But is there any reason that we 
should have to believe that he wasn't fully forthcoming and honest when 
asked those questions -- 

A No. 

Q -- previously? 

A No. He's an honest man. I suspect the answers are pretty 
consistent. No reason why Carter Ham would not tell the whole truth. 

Q And then I just had a quick other question for you that I'm 
going to just use an exhibit that we're going to mark as exhibit 7. 

[Kelly exhibit No. 7 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. SAWYER: 

Q And this is taking you back in time even further --I'm going 
to give you a minute to read it - - because it's an article from April 2nd 
of 2011 . And the title of that article is "Florida Pastor Terry Tones ' s 
Koran Burning Has Far-Reaching Effect." It's in The Washington Post. 

Are you all set? 

A I am. 

Q So this, like I said, was an article from April of 2011. 
And I think when you had testified before you had said that you were 
familiar, at least to some extent, with Pastor Tones and some things 
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he had done in the past. Do you rememben this panticulan series of 
incidents? Were you working with Secretary of Defense Gates at the 
time? 

A I was. Yes. 

Q And did you remember that he had actually called Pastor 

Dones? And I believe that he actually called Pastor lones in September 
of 2010 when Pastor lones announced at that point in time that he was 
going to burn the Koran and put the Koran on trial. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q Did you recall that? 

A I wasn't there then. But I remember every time this guy 
and others would come up on the skyline^ up in the press or whatever, 
there's always -- someone's got to call him and tell him not to do it. 

With all due respect, and not remarking on his religious belief, 
but he's nutty as a fruitcake. I mean, again, it was deemed, at least 
in the conversations I had with people, that it was kind of a pointless 
call. But if Secretary Gates called, it didn't work. 

Q Well, I think, actually, it did work when he called in 
September 2010, because Pastor lones at that point in time didn't burn 
the Koran. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q I think what it says here -- and I'll just point your 
attention to the second paragraph. "Reverend Terry lones had 
threatened to burn the text in September, in the midst of a controversy 
over plans to develop an Islamic center near the site of the September 
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2001 tenronist attacks in Manhattan. He was eventually dissuaded 
through the pleas of religious leaders and government officials, 
including a phone call from Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates." 

A Uh-huh. 

Q So do you have a different recollection, that it was not 
actually successful in dissuading him in September 2010? 

A Yeah. Okay. Dissuaded him, but it didn't stop him. 

Q No, it didn't stop him. And he goes on to say that when 

he announced that he was going do it the next spring he didn't hear 
from anyone -- 

A Uh-huh. 

Q -- and no one complained. 

And then on the second page, I would just -- 
A You sure Secretary Clinton didn't call him? 

Q This doesn't report Secretary Clinton as having called him 

in -- 

A I mean, it seems to me that -- 

Q -- 2010 or 2011. 

A It seems to me that the calls on these kind of things, they 

would say, hey, I'm the Secretary of Defense, Secretary of State. It 
would seem to me that Secretary Clinton would have made a call on some 
of these kind of things. They are more hers, anyway. 

Ms . Green. It ' s actually typically been a uniformed officer that 
made these calls, because of concern about violence against U.S. 


troops . 
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BY MS. SAWYER: 

Q And it may be, sin, that in addition she also did. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q I don't know. I have no evidence that she did. 

A Uh-huh. Okay. 

Q And maybe it was multiple U.S. officials. Because 

obviously they were taking it very seriously that this man was 
threatening to do something that might enflame violence. 

Do you think that -- are you believing that someone who is the 
Defense Secretary should not take that step if he or she, to the extent 
we have a female Secretary of Defense someday, believes that that might 
help save not only American lives but other lives around the world? 

A There are a couple of parts to that. I mean, if we thought 
it would work, if by that phone call then the people that do these kind 
of things -- and I mean the jihadists, the Islamic terrorists, Islamic 
extremists -- that they'd say, oh, okay, fine. But the fact is we, 
as Americans, tend to get focused on -- they don't need a Koran burning 
or a threat to burn the Koran. They do what they do. 

There is no doubt if we had some sense that they would change their 
opinion of us and say, you know, you're right, you know, we shouldn't 
be blowing people up in Brussels, then it'd be worth it. But these 
people don't need this type of motivation to do what they do. 

I mean, you know, you go back to they killed a bunch of Americans 
on 9/11, the original 9/11, and then they every year after that seem 
to break out and do more bad things, or try to, on 9/11. You know. 
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again, these people don't tend to need a reason to do what they do. 
They've already got the reason. It's in their heart, it's in 
their -- what passes for a soul, and they're just going do it. 

So, I mean, if it's going to work, sure, why not. But, you know, 
Mr. Tones -- and if you remember seeing him on TV and all of his antics, 
didn't seem to me to be the kind of guy that the Secretary of Defense 
ought to be working with, unless we knew that it would work and really 
and truly the Islamic terrorist extremists would stop what they were 
doing. 

Q Yes -- 

A That's just a personal belief. 

Q -- but given that it had worked at least one other occasion, 
according to this report -- 

A Uh-huh. 

Q -- is it all that surprising to you that during the week 
when there was a tremendous amount of regional unrest, there were also 
thoughts that it might work vis-a-vis this gentleman again, and 
therefore it was worth a try? 

A And the question, would I have -- would it make sense to 
do it? 

Q Given that it had worked with Mr. Tones, the notion that 

it was very much dismissed within this room, that it would be far beneath 

the Secretary of Defense to actually bother to pick up the phone and 
call Pastor Tones -- 

A You know, not so sure it would have worked in this case. 
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It worked kind of in this case. It deferred some of his actions to 
the next time. I would suspect^ and we'd have to drill down on thiSj 
but from when Pastor lones didn't burn the Koran or whatever he claimed 
to do, I would suspect the next day and the day after that and the week 
after that the Islamic terrorists were, you know, butchering children 
in Afghanistan, trying to blow up embassy personnel in Kabul. They're 
going to do what they're going to do anyways. 

Q Right. And if other officials, officials who are the heads 
of other countries, are asking this country to distance itself and take 
steps to make sure that individuals within this country aren't 
fomenting what they know are very deep passions about how the Prophet 
is portrayed, do you think that U.S. officials should ignore those 
requests? 

A I think routinely our public officials, politics aside, 
routinely differentiate between people like Pastor Tones and his view 
of life, such as it is, and what America stands for. And there's no 
way that anyone that has any openness in their opinion-making apparatus 
would look at what Tones does and realistically say that's the policy 
of the United States of America. 

In their view, if we went and pulled him out of his church and 
shot him or beheaded him, then that would maybe go a long way to convince 
them, oh, okay, America -- 

Q But I'm not suggesting -- 
A But there's no -- no. 

Q -- officials from any other country -- 



1378 


143 


A Stay with me. Stay with me. 

Q I just want to make clean that I don't think an official 
from any other country asked for us to take Pastor lones and shoot him. 

A Of course not. But what I'm saying is the people we're 
dealing withj you knowj understand that Pastor lones and people like 
him or the troops at Guantanamo that guard the terrorists don't do the 
kind of things that they believe is being done whether it's Guantanamo 
or here by lones. They know that. 

And I thinkj you know, every time something -- well, Brussels just 
happened, and our President makes the statement that, you know, this 
is inconsistent, you know, with the way decent and honorable people 
do business. And every time there's something like this, they disavow 
people like this and say, "We're not talking about all Muslims." This 
is our President now and other responsible officials. "We're not 
talking about all Muslims here . We're just talking about the ones that 
have a very, very corrupted view of their religion." 

Q And do you think those individuals take advantage of a 
situation like this where someone does create a video and then blast 
it out to kind of incite others to join them? I mean, would the people 
that you're talking about, the people who are enflamed and act 
violently, do you think they'd take an incident like this and try to 
incite others? An incident like this, I'm talking about the video -- 

A Yeah. 

Q -- and the pastor. 

A I would say the vast majority of the Muslims that I know 
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and dealt with pnimanily in Iraq would shnug thein shoulders at an idiot 
like this and say^ you know, that's not representative of the United 
States, we know that. 

There's a certain element within the Muslim world that it doesn't 
matter if Tones and people like that do these kind of things or not, 
they are still going to do the best they can to kill us. And so I 
don't think when Terry Tones does something like this it increases the 
number of jihadists by 4 percent or 11 percent. I don't think it 
creates any more jihadists at all. 

One of the things, too -- and we know this, that we tend to 
get -- and I think rightly so, as decent men and women --we tend to 
get more agitated about this stuff. But once they see that we're in 
this kind of, you know, mode of kind of blaming ourselves for -- like, 
if this happens, then there'll be attacks, then the people on the other 
side, who are actually, I think, a lot smarter in many ways than we 
are in terms of information management or media kind of messaging, 
they say, okay, the Americans are sensitive that this will cause a 
problem, that gives us the rationale to blow up the embassy in Benghazi 
and then blame it on the Americans because they didn't do anything about 
a guy like this. We tend to hand these things to them. 

In reality, as I say, the vast majority of people -- let's talk 
about Muslims. The vast majority of Muslims are more than smart enough 
to figure out that this doesn't represent the American way of thinking 
about religion and other cultures. And those that do are there 
anyways, in my view. 
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Q Okay. Thank you. 

BY MS. GREEN: 

Q We're almost done^ General. 

A Sure. 

Q This is now the eighth congressional investigation into the 

Benghazi attacks, as you may know. We want to make sure it's the last. 
We are therefore asking every witness about a series of public 
allegations that have lingered since the attacks. It is our 
understanding, even when some of these allegations have been answered 
by prior investigations, that our colleagues are still investigating 
them. 

And, sir, while anyone can speculate about the Benghazi 
attacks -- and some have -- only a limited number of people have direct 
knowledge of these issues. And so what I'm asking is not for your 
opinion but just whether you have firsthand information about the 
question . 

A Okay. 

Q If you do not, we will simply move on to the next question. 

It has been alleged that Secretary of State Clinton intentionally 
blocked military action on the night of the attacks. One Congressman 
has speculated that, quote, "Secretary Clinton told Leon Panetta to 
stand down," end quote, and this resulted in the Defense Department 
not sending more assets to help in Benghazi. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton ordered 
Secretary of Defense Panetta to stand down on the night of the attacks? 
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A I do not. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton 
issued any kind of order to Secretary of Defense Panetta on the night 
of the attacks? 

A She couldn't give him an order. Secretary Clinton could 
not order the Secretary of Defense to do anything. 

Q Is that a "nOj" sir? 

A Bad question^ but -- 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton 
issued any kind of order to Secretary of Defense Panetta? 

A No. No. 

Q It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton personally 
signed an April 2012 cable denying security to Libya. The Washington 
Post Fact Checker evaluated this claim and gave it four PinocchioSj 
its highest award for false claims. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton personally signed 
an April 2012 cable denying security resources to Libya? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton was 
personally involved in providing instruction on day-to-day security 
resources in Benghazi? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton misrepresented 
or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi to his own 
people in order to garner support for military operations in Libya in 



1382 


147 


the spring of 2011. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton misrepresented 
or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi to his own 
people in order to garner support for military operations in Libya in 
the spring of 2011? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the U.S. mission in Benghazi 
included transferring weapons to Syrian rebels or to other countries. 

A bipartisan report issued by the House Permanent Select 
Committee on Intelligence found that, quote, "the CIA was not 
collecting and shipping arms from Libya to Syria," end quote, and that 
they found, quote, "no support for this allegation," end quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the House Intelligence 
Committee's bipartisan report finding that the CIA was not shipping 
arms from Libya to Syria? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the U.S. facilities in 

Benghazi were being used to facilitate weapons transfers from Libya 
to Syria or to any other foreign country? 

A No. 

Q A team of CIA personnel was temporarily delayed from 

departing the Annex to assist the Special Mission Compound, and there 
have been a number of allegations about the cause of and appropriateness 
of that delay. 

The House Intelligence Committee issued a bipartisan report 
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concluding that the team was not ordered to stand down but that, 
instead, there were tactical disagreements on the ground over how 
quickly to depart. 

Do you have any evidence that would contradict the House 
Intelligence Committee's finding that there was no stand-down order 
to CIA personnel? 

A No. 

Q Putting aside whether you personally agree with the 

decision to delay temporarily or think it was the right decision, do 
you have any evidence that there was a bad or improper reason behind 
the temporary delay of the CIA security personnel who departed the Annex 
to assist the Special Mission Compound? 

A No. 

Q A concern has been raised by one individual that in the 
course of producing documents to the Accountability Review Board 
damaging documents may have been removed or scrubbed out of that 
production. 

Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials that were 
provided to the ARB? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
directed anyone else at the State Department to remove or scrub damaging 
documents from the materials that were provided to the ARB? 


A 


No. 
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Q Let me ask these questions for documents provided to 
Congress. Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials that were 
provided to Congress? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that CIA Deputy Director Michael Morell 
altered unclassified talking points about the Benghazi attacks for 
political reasons and that he then misrepresented his actions when he 
told Congress that the CIAj quote^ "faithfully performed our duties 
in accordance with the highest standards of objectivity and 
nonpartisanship," end quote. 

Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Mike Morell gave 
false or intentionally misleading testimony to Congress about the 
Benghazi talking points? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Morell 
altered the talking points provided to Congress for political reasons? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that Ambassador Susan Rice made an 
intentional misrepresentation when she spoke on the Sunday talk shows 
about the Benghazi attacks. Do you have any evidence that Ambassador 
Rice intentionally misrepresented facts about the Benghazi attacks on 
the Sunday talk shows? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the President of the United States 
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was, quote, "virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief," end quote, on the 
night of the attacks and that he was missing in action. 

Do you have any evidence to support the allegation the President 
was virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief or missing in action on the 
night of the attacks? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that a team of four military personnel 
at Embassy Tripoli on the night of the attacks who were considering 
flying on a second plane to Benghazi were ordered by their superiors 
to stand down, meaning to cease all operations. Military officials 
have stated that those four individuals were instead ordered to remain 
in place in Tripoli to provide security and medical assistance in their 
current location. 

A Republican staff report issued by the House Armed Services 
Committee found that, quote, "there was no stand-down order issued to 
U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight in 
Benghazi," end quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the conclusion of the House 
Armed Services Committee that there was no stand-down order issued to 
U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight in 
Benghazi? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the military failed to deploy 
assets on the night of the attack that would have saved lives. 

However, former Republican Congressman Howard "Buck" McKeon, the 
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fonmen chairman of the House Armed Services Committeej conducted a 
review of the attacks^ after which he stated^ quote^ "Given where the 
troops werOj how quickly the thing all happened, and how quickly it 
dissipated, we probably couldn't have done more than we did," end quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict Congressman McKeon's 
conclusion? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the Pentagon had military 

assets available to them on the night of the attacks that could have 
saved lives but that the Pentagon leadership intentionally decided not 
to deploy? 

A No. 

Ms. Green . Sir, that concludes our questions. 

General Kelly. You're kidding. 

Ms. Green . I'm not kidding. Thank you for your patience. 

Mr. Tolar. Sir, on behalf of the majority and Chairman Gowdy, 
we appreciate your service, 45 years in the Corps. I also appreciate 
your presence here today. I know you took time out of your day to do 
this, but it's really important. Appreciate your sharing your 
thoughts with us. 

We're off the record. 

[Whereupon, at 1:45 p.m., the interview was concluded.] 
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Cc: 

Subject; 


EXHIBIT 2 


Sullivan, Jacob J 

Tuesday, September 11, 2012 7:21 PM 

'Bash, Jeremy CIV SD'; Sherman, Wendy R; Nides, Thomas R; Mills, Cheryl D 

Miller. James HON OSD POLICY: Winnefeld. James A ADM JCS VCJCS; Kelly, John UGen , 


SD; martin.dempseyil 
RE: Libya 


Thanks Jeremy. + Cheryl. 


We are joining a 5VTC with NSS colleagues at 730pm -- believe your team will be on as well. We should work through 
this issue in that venue. 


From: Bash, Jeremy QV SD [ 

Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2012 7:19 PM 

To: Sullivan, Jacob J; Sherman, Wendy R; Nides, Thomas R 

Cc: Miller, James HONOS^pua; Winnefeld, James A ADM JCS vacS; Kelly, John LtGen SD; 

marbn.demDsev^ ^^^J 

Subjed:: Libya 


State colleagues: 

■ 'St tried you on the phone but you were all in with S. 

After consulting with General Dempsey, General Ham and the Joint Staff, we have identified the forces that 
could move to Benghazi. They are spinning up as we speak. They include a SOF element that was in Croatia 
{which can fly to Suda Bay, Crete), and a Marine FAST team out of Roda, Spain. 

Assuming Principals agree to deploy these elements, we will ask State to secure the approval from host 
nation. Please advise how you wish to convey that approval to us. Burns/NIdes/Sherman to Mlller/Winnefeld 
would be my recommended course. 

Jeremy 


289 
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Mkhdhir. Kamaia S 


Winnefeld, James A Jr ADM USN (US) 

Wednesday. September 12, 2012 1:44 
Rhodes, Benjamin t^McDonoygh^enis R.; Sherman, Wei 
Sullivan, Jacob J; 'Robert. Cardillc^l 

Biinken. Tonv: 'Jergn^TgSIl^^r 


.Miller, James N HON (US); 
I Brennan. John 0.; 


R :APT USN J5 DOW (US); USN JS DOM (US); I 

SNJS DOM (US) 

set before we head into tomorrow fiM SVTC 


First bird may be as early as 1200Z. 

Original Message 

From; Winnefeld^ Dames A Dr ADM USN (US) 

Sent: Wednesday^ September 12, 2012 1:40 

To: 'Rhodes, Benjamin D.’j McDonough^eni^^^^ShermanWR^state.gm^^l^^rj Dames N HON 
(US); 'SullivanDD@state.gov'; ' Robert. Cardill^|^^^|; Brennan, Dohr^ 

0.; Blinken^Ton^ 

Cc: USN OS DOM (US) 

Subject: RE: Quick level set before we head into tomorrow AM SVTC 

Aircrews are on the ramp at Ramstein. Two C-130S will move to Rota then Tripoli. One 
departs at 0600Z, the other at 0700Z. 3+40 transit time to Rota, 1 hour load time. 
Estimated arrival at Tripoli is 1300Z. We now have country clearances for Spain and Libya. 
""Tking to expedite movement (for example, faster load time than one hour), but not sure we 
n go faster now that aircrews are on the ramp, 
best, 

-.idy 

Original Message 

[mallto 

Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2012 1:20 AM 

To: Winnefeld, Dames A Dr W)M USN (US); McDonouglj^Deni^R^'ShermanWRiBlstate.Rov^M^er, 
Dames N HON (US); ’SullivanDD@state.gov'; 'Robert. CardillH^^^^I 

Brennan^Dohr^^Blinken, Tony; 'Deremy.Basf^^^^^^^^^^^ 

Cc: ^^^I^^^CAPT USN DS DOM (US) 

Subject: Re: Quick level set before we head into tomorrow AM SVTC 

Thanks. Will also take your guidance on how we shoud (or should not) discuss publicly 


Original Message 

From: Winnefeld, Dames A Dr ADM USN (US) [mailto: 

Sent; Wednesday, September 12, 2012 01:19 AM 

ToMjIcDonougl^^en^^^ ; 'Sherman, Wendy R' <ShernianWR@state.gov>; MiHer^Dame^^HO^US) 
S u 1 1 i V a n D D @s t a t^BO^; S un^/anDD@5tat^^ov^^^^^^^^|^^^^ 

' Robert. Cardlllo@^^^^| Dohn 0.; 

Blinkei^Toriv^Rhodes, Benjamin D.; ' 

Cc: ^^IH^BcAPT USN DOM (US) 

"ubject: RE: Quick level set before we head into tomorrow AM SVTC 

......iberstand we now have dip clearance for the FAST platoon into Tripoli, Working to_ 

accelerate the airlift; have spoken personally with the USAFE commander; will advise if it 
can be accelerated. We are also working the issue of ground transport from the Tripoli 
airport to the embassy (the platoon is capable, but it's light, and does not bring its own 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 
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transportation), as well as the issue of how to (and whether we need to) help recover the 
'■^M’s and the communication officer's remains. 

•best, 
idy 

Original Message 

From: McDonough, Denis R. [mailto: 

Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2012 
To: 'Sherman, Wendy R’; Miller, James N HON (US); Winnefelt^Jarne^^Jr^^T^^N (US); 
SullivanJJ^state^eo^J^nefeld, James A Jr ADM USN (US); 

'Robert. CardillfUm; Brennan, John 0.; Blinken, Tony; Rhodes, Benjamin J.; 'Bash, 
Jeremy CIV SD' 

Subject: Quick level set before we head into tomorrow AM SVTC 
PLEASE DON'T FORWARD 



Team, 


Sending on this system a very cursory - and where necessary cryptic - update, now about an 
hour old. But in advance of our 0700 SVTC on this topic, I just wanted to make sure we all 
were at least temporarily on the same page. 


•St, Wendy, Michael, Jim, Jeremy and Sandy, please know how much we appreciate all you and 
_^ur teams do for the country. This is a sad reminder of the risks your teams are living 
through every day. Please let them know we are pulling for and praying for them. 


The situation in Benghazi remains fluid, Amb. Chris Stevens remains unaccounted for; one 
State Department officer is confirmed dead (next of kin notification is complete); five State 
Department officers are accounted for and at another US6 compound in Benghazi, which had been 
taking fire earlier in the evening (until at least 2030 EOT). The February 17 Brigade, 
contracted to help provide security at both this compound and the Diplomatic Mission compound 
(which was attacked), provided support throughout the day. The Diplomatic Mission compound 
has been cleared, although the primary safe haven that we believe Amb. Stevens and the 
deceased State officer used is still on fire. Five DOD personnel arrived in Benghazi about 
an hour ago from Tripoli to reinforce security there. 


The situation in Tripoli is reportedly calm. There are unconfirmed reports of threats 
against Embassy Tripoli on social media websites. The State Department is working to enhance 
security in Embassy Tripoli and is considering consolidating all USG personnel (Embassy, 
other government agencies, etc) at the Embassy, which is in a much more secure location. We 
have a sizable country team in Tripoli of 15-20 officers plus 15-20 support personnel and 
'i.plomatic security staff. State has concerns about the quality of the police force and is 
' 'king to supplement its security with local contractors. 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 
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On our people in Libya, the loint Staff is deploying three sets of teams into the region 
appropriate to the mission(s). 


un securing our embassies around the world. Sec. Clinton has sent out a notice to each 
mission around the world, directing that they review security procedures. John Allen is on 
heightened alert in Afghanistan - where day is just breaking - against potential reprisals 
there. And State is in touch with the Brits and other key allies and partners overseas. 


And on getting the video(s) in question taken down, I reached to YouTube to ask them to take 
down two videos; one that was not developed by Pastor Jones but which he is promoting, and 
another - of him burning the Prophet in effigy - that he did film. Sec. Panetta also reached 
out to Pastor Jones to ask him to pull down his video, knowing that even if YouTube takes the 
video down, Pastor Jones can put it up somewhere else. Even if we are successful with 
YouTube and Jones, this will not get rid of all downloads of this hateful stuff, but it will 
have some benefit in limiting propagation. We are also in touch with Muslim and Christian 
leaders here and abroad to ask them to make clear that the United States government is not 
associated with either of these films. According to some reports, an Egyptian American Coptic 
Christian is also associated with the production of one of the films, so we are asking other 
Copts to reach him to ask him to stop these efforts since they may incite Muslim-Christian 
violence in Egypt. 


/ .'6 you at 0700. 

' i 


Thanks, 

Denis 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE.- 
REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 
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EXHIBIT 5 


This exhibit was not cleared for public release. 
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EXHIBIT 6 

THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1300 


LEGISLATIVE 

AFFAIRS 

The Honorable Howard P. “Buck” McKeon MAY - 1 2013 

Chairman 

Committee on Armed Services 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr, Chairman: 

I write in response to your April 17, 2013 letter to Secretary Hagel requesting a classified 
version of the Department of Defense (DoD) timeline of the attack on U.S. facilities in Benghazi, 
Libya. 

The Department has made every effort to provide the Committee a comprehensive 
understanding of the Department’s actions before, during, and after the attack in Benghazi. 
Specifically, the Department issued an unclassified timeline which captures significant DoD actions 
in response to the evolving situation in Benghazi. This timeline, which is attached, was supplied to 
Congress on November 9, 2012. The substance of this timeline was publicly released on November 
10, 2012. In addition, the Department contributed to the National Counterterrorism Center’s 
classified timeline dated November 13, 2012, previously provided to the congressional intelligence 
committees, congressional appropriations’ defense subcommittees, and House and Senate’ 
leadership offices by the Office of the Director National Intelligence on November 14, 2012. The 
Department did not produce a formal classified timeline, but rather only draft working products to 
assist witnesses and briefers in preparation for numerous Congressional engagements. By practice, 
such draft working products are not distributed beyond DoD. 

The Department has participated in numerous staff and Member engagements including 
classified briefings to Committees of jurisdiction. The Department has also responded to dozens of 
written requests for information in an effort to provide Congress a detailed chronology of the 
Department’s actions surrounding the attack. 

The Department remains committed to accommodating Congress in its oversight 
responsibilities including your investigation of the attack in Benghazi. Please feel free to contact 
me for any additional information you may need. 



Attachment: 

As Stated 

cc: 

The Honorable Adam Smith 
Ranking Member 


Sincerely, 
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Timeline of Department of Defense Actions on September 11-12, 2012 
All times are Eastern Dayiight Time (EDT, Washington, DC) 
and Eastern European Time (EET, Benghazi) 


Tuesday, September 11, 2012 
EDT // EET 


~3:42 pm // 9:42 pm The incident starts at the facility in Benghazi. 

3:59 pm // 9:59 pm An unarmed, unmanned, surveillance aircraft Is directed to reposition overhead 
the Benghazi faclilty. 

4:32 pm // 10:32pm The Nationai Military Command Center at the Pentagon, after receiving initial 
reports of the incident from the State Department, notifies the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense and the Joint Staff. The information is quickly passed to 
Secretary Panetta and General Dempsey. 

5:00 pm // 11:00pm Secretary Panetta and General Dempsey attend a previously scheduled meeting 
with the President at the White House. The leaders discuss potential responses 
to the emerging situation. 

5:10 pm // 11:10 pm The diverted surveillance aircraft arrives on station over the Benghazi facility. 
~5:30 pm // 11:30 pm All surviving American personnel have departed the facility. 

6:00-8:00 pm // 

12:00-2:00 am Secretary Panetta convenes a series of meetings in the Pentagon with senior 

officials Including General Dempsey and General Ham. They discuss additional 
response options for Benghazi and for the potential outbreak of further violence 
throughout the region, particularly in Tunis, Tripoli, Cairo, and Sana'a. 

During these meetings. Secretary Panetta directs (provides verbal authorization) 
the following actions: 

1) A Fleet Antiterrorism Security Team (FAST) platoon, stationed in Rota, Spain, 
to prepare to deploy to Benghazi, and a second FAST platoon, also stationed 
in Rota, Spain, to prepare to deploy to the Embassy in Tripoli. 

2) A EUCOM special operations force, which is training in Central Europe, to 
prepare to deploy to an intermediate staging base in southern Europe. 

3) A special operations force based in the United States to prepare to deploy 
to an intermediate staging base in southern Europe. 

During this period, actions are verbally conveyed from the Pentagon to the 
affected Combatant Commands in order to expedite movement offerees upon 
receipt of formal authorization, 

~6:30 pm // 12:30 am A six-man security team from U.S. Embassy Tripoli, including two DoD 
personnel, departs for Benghazi. 
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~7:30 pm // 1:30 am The American security team from Tripoli lands in Benghazi. 

~8:30pm // 2:30 am The National Military Command Center conducts a Benghazi Conference Call 

with representatives from AFRICOM, EUCOM, CENTCOM, TRANSCOM, SOCOM, 
and the four services. 


8:39pm // 2:39 am As ordered by Secretary Panetta, the National Military Command Center 
transmits formal authorization for the two FAST platoons, and associated 
equipment, to prepare to deploy and for the EUCOM special operations force, 
and associated equipment, to move to an Intermediate staging base in southern 
Europe. 


8:53pm // 2:53 am As ordered by Secretary Panetta, the National Military Command Center 
transmits formal authorization to deploy a special operations force, and 
associated equipment, from the United States to an intermediate staging base 
in southern Europe. 

~11:00 pm // 5:00 am A second, unmanned, unarmed surveillance aircraft is directed to relieve the 
Initial asset still over Benghazi. 


~11:15 pm // 5:15 am The second facility in Benghazi comes under mortar and rocket propelled 
grenade fire. 


Wednesday. September 12. 2012 


12:05 am // 6:05am 

~1:40 am // 7:40 am 
~4:00 am // 10:00 am 

8:15 am // 2:15 pm 
1:17 pm// 7:17 pm 

1:57 pm // 7:57 pm 

2:56 pm // 8:56 pm 
3:28 pm // 9:28 pm 

4:19 pm // 10:19 pm 


AFRICOM orders a C-17 aircraft in Germany to prepare to deploy to Ubya to 
evacuate Americans. 

The first wave of American personnel depart Benghazi for Tripoli via airplane. 

The second wave of Americans, including the fallen, depart Benghazi for Tripoli 
via airplane. 

The C-17 departs Germany en route Tripoli to evacuate Americans. 

The C-17 departs Tripoli en route Ramstein, Germany with the American 
personnel and the remains of Ambassador Stevens, Sean Smith, Tyrone Woods, 
and Glen Doherty. 

The EUCOM special operations force, and associated equipment, arrives at an 
intermediate staging base in southern Europe. 

The FAST platoon, and associated equipment, arrives in Tripoli. 

The special operations force deployed from the United States, and associated 
equipment, arrives at an intermediate staging base in southern Europe. 

The C-17 arrives in Ramstein, Germany. 
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EXHIBIT 7 

SljetDosliinfltonJJost 

Education 

Florida pastor Terry Jones’s 
Koran burning has far- 
reaching effect 


By Kevin Sieff April 2, 2011 

GAINESVILLE, Fla. — The charred Koran that inspired a deadly attack and violent protests across Afghanistan now sits in a 
plastic Home Depot bag in a storage room here in a run-down church. It has been stashed atop a pile of cardboard boxes, next 
to a tattered pair of boxing gloves. It still smells of kerosene. 

The Rev. Terry Jones had threatened to burn the text in September, in the midst of a controversy over plans to develop an 
Islamic center near the site of the September 2001 terrorist attacks in Manhattan. He was eventually dissuaded through the 
pleas of religious leaders and government officials, including a phone call from Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates. 

But when Jones announced in January that he was going to “put the Koran on trial,” he said he didn’t hear a single complaint. 
On March 20, Jones dressed in a judicial robe and ordered a copy of the Koran to be torched in a portable fire pit. 


Local Headlines newsletter 

Daily headlines about the Washington region. 

“It’s like people forgot about us,” Jones said Saturday. “But we kept doing what we do.” 


Sign up 


The world was reminded of the 30-person Christian congregation at Dove World Outreach Center on Friday, when a mob 
incited by the burning of the Koran attacked a U.N. compound in Mazar-e Sharif, killing seven U.N. employees. On Saturday, 
related protests in Kandahar left nine dead and more than 90 injured. 

Jones, 59, had considered the possibility that burning the text might elicit a violent response and that innocent people might be 
killed. In his characteristic drawl — a slow-motion delivery that seems incongruous with the church’s fiery rhetoric — the pastor 
said the church also debated whether to shred the book, shoot it or dunk it in water instead of burning it. 


He has been accused by those who intervened in September of breaking his promise not to burn the Koran — a point he 
concedes. “If you want to be technical,” he said, “I guess we broke our word.” 
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He added, “We thought twice about it.” 

But in the end, his desire to shed light on what he calls a “dangerous book” won out. The Koran was burned in a spectacle 
streamed live on the Internet. To reach out to Muslims overseas, Jones included Arabic subtitles. 

“For some of them,” he said, “it could be an awakening.” 

Although there was initially little talk of the burning in the United States, the death threats poured in, Jones said. Last Monday, 
he said, the FBI told him over the telephone that a $2.4 million bounty had been placed on his head in Pakistan. 

The FBI also asked where Jones had put what remained of the burned Islamic holy book. He told them it was in a storage 
closet. 

In September, Jones drew international attention and a media frenzy. But on Saturday the grounds of the church in this college 
town, home to the University of Florida, were quiet. Astring of signs on the front lawn proclaimed “Islam is of the Devil.” A 
half-dozen people were in the church with Jones, including his 29-year-old son, Luke, during the interview. 

“We’re not big debaters. We’re not very well-educated,” Luke Jones said. “We’re just simple people trying to do the right 
thing.” 

The Gainesville city attorney in September began the process of changing the fire code, to prevent Jones from burning the 
Koran outdoors. So Jones staged the March spectacle indoors while a fire department official observed. 

Far from the Gainesville church, those who remained in contact with Jones after his threats in September are now asking 
themselves why they remained quiet. 

“I’m a bit upset with myself,” said the Rev. Patrick Mahoney, who saw Jones in Washington on March 3. “But he gave no 
indication that he was planning this.” 

During his months out of the spotlight, Jones flew to California to protest the massacre of Coptic Christians in Egypt. He also 
wrestled with a more personal problem: His anti-Islam platform had been great for publicity but bad for church finances. 

The church’s membership had plummeted. So had its income from selling furniture on eBay. The church’s Internet service 
provider and insurance provider canceled their services. 

Jones said the church has received nearly $20,000 in donations since August, along with letters of encouragement from 
supporters around the world. But that hasn’t been enough to cover operating costs. 

The pastor said he is trying to sell the property and move, perhaps to the Tampa area. “I know that Gainesville would be more 
than happy to get rid of us,” he said. 
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Ms. Clarke . This is a transcribed interview of Admiral Kurt 
Tiddj conducted by the House Select Committee on Benghazi. This 
interview is being conducted voluntarily, as part of the committee's 
investigation into the attacks on U.S. diplomatic facilities in 
Benghazi, Libya, and related matters, pursuant to House Resolution 567 
of the 113th Congress and House Resolution 5 of the 114th Congress. 

Would the witness please state your name for the record. 

Admiral Tidd . Curt Walter Tidd. 

Ms . Clarke. Thankyou. Admiral Tidd, the committee appreciates 
your appearance at this interview today. My name is Sheria Clarke, 
and I am with the committee's majority staff. And I will just ask 
everyone around the table to introduce themselves as well. 

Mr. Tolar. Mac Tolar, majority staff. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I am Susanne Sachsman Grooms from the 
minority staff. 

Ms. Green . Shannon Green, with minority staff. 

Mr. Kenny. Peter Kenny, minority staff. 

Ms. SOUTHCOM Legislative 


Affairs . 


Mr. Hudson . Bill Hudson from the Department of Defense. 

Mr. Richards . Edward Richards, DOD OGC. 

Ms. Clarke . Thank you. 

Before we begin, I would like to go over the ground rules and 
explain how the interview will proceed. 

The majority will ask questions for up to an hour, and then the 
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minority will have an opportunity to ask questions for an equal period 
of timOj if they choose. We will rotate back and forth j accordingly^ 
until everyone has exhausted all their questions. 

As you can see, an Official Reporter is taking down everything 
we say to make a written record. I would ask that you give verbal 
responses to all questions, such as yes and no, as opposed to nods of 
the head. I am going to ask the reporter to please feel free to jump 
in in case you do respond nonverbally. 

Do you understand that? 

Admiral Tidd . Understood. 

Ms. Clarke . Also, we should both try not to talk over each other 
so it is easier to get a clear record. 

We just ask that today you give us your best recollection. And 
if there are things you do not know or can't remember, just say so, 
and please inform us as to who, to the best of your knowledge, may be 
able to provide a more complete answer. 

You are required to answer questions from Congress truthfully. 
Do you understand that? 

Admiral Tidd . I do. 

Ms. Clarke. This also applies to questions posed by 
congressional staff in the interview. Do you understand this as well? 

Admiral Tidd . I do. 

Ms. Clarke. Witnesses that knowingly provide false testimony 
can be subject to criminal prosecution for perjury or for making false 
statements. Do you understand that? 
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Admiral Tidd . I do. 

Ms. Clarke . Is there any reason you are unable to provide 
truthful answers to today's questions? 

Admiral Tidd . No. 

Ms. Clarke . Thank you. That is the end of my preamble. 

Does the minority have anything they would like to say? 

Ms. Green . Sir^ we just appreciate you taking time out of your 
busy schedule to spend a little bit of time with us. We look forward 
to talking with you and keeping it relatively short. 

Admiral Tidd . Certainly. 

Ms. Clarke . The clock now reads 1:01, and we will get started 
with the first hour of questions. 

EXAMINATION BY MS. CLARKE 

Q Admiral Tidd, can you briefly walk me through your billets 
as a flag officer? 

A I was -- my first flag officer billet was on the National 
Security Council staff in defense policy. After that, I was the 
commander. Carrier Strike Group 8, embarked on the USS Eisenhower. 
After that, I was the vice director for operations on the loint Staff, 
followed by commander of U.S. Naval Forces South and the U.S. 4th Fleet, 
followed by the director for operations on the loint Staff, followed 
by the assistant to the Chairman of the loint Chiefs of Staff, and then 
to my current assignment as commander, U.S. Southern Command. 

Q Thank you. And during the time of the attack in Benghazi, 
what was your job? Were you currently the director for operations? 
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A Connect. 

Q And how long did you hold that position? 

A Fon about 15, 16 months. 

Q Can you bniefly descnibe that nole; kind of youn day-to-day 
noutine in that nole? 

A The dinecton fon openations was nesponsible fon the 
coondination and the synchnonization of openations of U.S. militany 
fonces supponting the Chainman of the loint Chiefs of Staff and the 
Vice Chainman of the loint Chiefs of Staff, communicating with the 
negional combatant commandens and the functional combatant commandens. 
Thene is a whole long laundny list of othen things, but, basically, 
it is the dinecton of openations. 

Q Pnion to today, have you even been questioned about the 
events sunnounding Benghazi and/on the Depantment of Defense's 
nesponse to those events? 

A Yes, multiple times. 

Q Okay. And can you elabonate on those times? 

A I met with the Depantment of State neview boand. 

Q Is that the Accountability Review Boand? 

A Yes, the ARB, connect. And then also with the House Anmed 

Senvices Committee also conducted -- I don't know if it was a heaning 
on investigation -- but I met with them and pnovided infonmation to 
them as well. And then, let's see, as I necall, a numben of bniefings 
to Membens. And I have lost tnack of who and how many times. 


[Tidd Exhibit No. 1 
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Was marked for identification.] 

Q So I would like to just direct your attention to the night 
of the attack. The first thing I will do is just hand out a timeline 
that DOD prepared. And we will use this as kind of a guide for our 
discussion today. 

Mr. Tolar. This is marked as Exhibit 1. 

BY MS. CLARKE: 

Q So, on this timeline it indicates the attack began at 
approximately 3:42 p.m. Eastern Daylight Time. Can you kind of walk 
us through when you became aware of the attacks and the events -- the 
steps that you took following notification of those attacks? 

A My recollection was that the first reports I got was from 
the National Military Command Center after -- so some point after 
4:32 -- sometime between 4:30 and 5. Specific steps were to attempt 
to find out more information. At that point, the NMCC was receiving 
reports coming in -- my recollection was the initial report came in 
from the State Department, but about the same time we reached out to 
commander, U.S. AFRICOM staff in Stuttgart, and they attempted to get 
more information. Initial information was very, very sketchy. And 
so we were waiting to get more information. 

Mr. Tolar. Admiral, I apologize, but in terms of the NMCC, what 
is that organization? 

Admiral Tidd . That is the watch center that is in the Pentagon, 
and I am responsible for the NMCC. It comes under the 33, the director 
for operations in the Joint Staff. And it is a communications focal 
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point fon all of the regional combatant commanders to report 
information in. 

Mr. Tolar. Thank youj sir. 

BY MS. CLARKE: 

Q So, once you received the information from the NMCC and you 
began to find out more information j did you -- following that 
notificationj did you have any interaction with Secretary Panetta or 
General Dempsey about what you had learned from the National Military 
Command Center? 

A Not directly. Not personally right away. Because^ as I 
recallj they were heading over to a meetings and they were departing 
about the time that these reports came in. We provided information 
to his office. I did not personally make contact with him at that 
point. And just to relay here's what we know, and more information 
to follow. 

Mr. Tolar. Who were you communicating with, sir? 

Admiral Tidd . At his office? 

Mr. Tolar. Do you recall? 

Admiral Tidd . No, I don't recall. 

Mr. Tolar. Thank you. 

BY MS. CLARKE: 

Q As you mentioned. Secretary Panetta and General Dempsey 
were en route to a meeting or getting ready to prepare to go to a meeting 
at the White House at around 5 p.m., and then I believe, according to 
the timeline, they returned around 6 p.m. At that time, did you have 
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interaction with them? 

A You're asking me to recall specific events from almost 4 
years ago. My recollection of that evening was a bit of a blur, I will 
be honest at this point. It was a series of continuous phone calls 
talking with my 

counterpart, the 13 on U.S. AFRICOM staff, and the deputy commander, 
U.S. AFRICOM, in just a series of secure phone calls as information 
was coming in, and then making sure that we were sharing information 
laterally via the NMCC as quickly as we had it, just to try and provide 
situational awareness as broadly as we could. I don't recall any 
longer what the specific sequence of events and who I talked to at which 
time. Sorry. 

Q I understand that. Did you participate in any meetings 
following the Secretary of Defense's return to the Pentagon? 
According to the timeline, there were a series of meetings in the 
Pentagon with senior officials. Did you participate any of those 
meetings, if you can recall? 

A The meeting that I recalled participating in was a Deputies ' 
Committee meeting that occurred by secure 

teleconference. And it pulled together all of the various deputies 
and members. And it was, initially, all of the various intelligence 
organizations passed what information that they had and, I guess, to 
situate the things that had been going on across this window: a series 
of events associated with Cairo, unrest and instability in Tunis, and 
instability and unrest down in Khartoum. And we had a series of 
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problems in Sana'a in Yemen. And then this event that occurred in 
Libya. But it was sort of -- initially^ it was one in a series of -- not 
a serieSj but one of a number of simultaneous unrest activities that 
were occurring. 

[Tidd Exhibit No. 2 

Was marked for identification.] 

Q I'm going to hand you what we will mark as Exhibit 2. If 
you can take a look at this. 

lust for the record^ Exhibit 2 is doc ID number 
C05580538j and it is a September 11 j 2012 series of emails. And I 
believe, sir, you were not a recipient of this email, but it refers 
to a SVTC that occurred on that evening and, potentially, what you were 
just referring to in your testimony. So I wanted to have you take a 
look at this and then we will just discuss it. 

A This looks like the OSD -- the Office of Secretary of 
Defense's -- summary of that Deputies Committee meeting. 

Q Okay. So this is a readout, as you mentioned, from the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense --a readout from the policy of what 
happened or the discussion that was held during the SVTC at 7:30 on 
September 11. 

A Right. 

Q So, I just wanted to kind of talk with you a little bit about 
some of the things that are discussed in here. 

The first paragraph down notes that you were present, as well as 
leremy Bash. I think you have already indicated that. 
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The third paragraph down, it talks about a 
five-person Special Operations Force team arriving in Tripoli. Do you 
recall what that Special Operation Force team was or what this is 
referring to? 

A I believe this was -- and now, I have to admit, having read 
through a number of the after action reviews and the studies, I have 
a better understanding today than I did when it was actually going on 
at the time. 

At the time, my understanding, these were some people who were 
assigned to the embassy in Tripoli that basically pulled together as 
an ad hoc team to move to this site at Benghazi. 

Q And then it also mentions, "U.S. -controlled ISR assets 
providing coverage (feed to AFRICOM and NMCC). Vice Admiral Tidd had 
no information from the ISR feed at the time of the VTC. 

A Yes. This was an unmanned Predator drone that had been 
flying under AFRICOM' s control, I believe -- I want to say in the 
vicinity of Derna, and was attempting to maintain a watch on potential 
radical Islamists in Derna. When the reports came in of this incident 
taking place in Benghazi, AFRICOM diverted the drone over to the 
vicinity of Benghazi to attempt to acquire the site and then watch what 
was going on. 

But it was --we were able to call up the feed and see what AFRICOM 
was looking at, but AFRICOM was kind of controlling where it was flying 
and what it was looking at. I have subsequently seen that video. But 
if I had not had somebody sit with me and explain to me exactly what 
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was going on, it was very difficult to try and pick out what was 
happening. 

It was as we were preparing for the ARB that I finally got a sense 
of exactly what was going on. If you looked at it, after watching it 
live, and particularly -- it is not like you have got this commentary 
that is running in the background, you're just looking at black and 
white images and trying to sort out where it is, what you're looking 
at, who's who. It was a very confusing seen. 

BY MR. TOLAR: 

Q Sir, do you recall if the Predators were armed that evening? 

A They were not. 

Q Do you recall that specifically they were not? 
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BY MS. CLARKE: 

Q So, on the second page of this email, the second full 
paragraph begins with, "The U.S. military has begun notifying special 
units of likely deployment," and it goes through and identifies those 
units as the FAST platoon, the Crisis Intervention Force^^^^^^^^H 


A Right. 

Q In your role as the 33, did you participate in discussions 
regarding which assets the military should use in response to this 
crisis? 

A We spoke with AFRICOM and found out from them what forces 
were available, as well as talking with -- they were in close 
coordination with EUCOM. Because at that point in time, AFRICOM did 
not have all of its own dedicated crisis response forces, and they were 
coordinating with U.S. European Command. They provided the CIF --or 
they mentioned that they had a CIF, but that the CIF was engaged in 
an exercise in the Balkans and Croatia, as I recall, and the FAST was 
in Rota -- a FAST platoon was in Rota and was available. But at that 
time we did not have organic lift co-located with the FAST platoon in 
Rota. The aircraft that would have been required to move it was up 
in Ramstein. So we worked out what would be the timelines to be able 
to move that force as rapidly as possible. 

The same with the CIF. Its aircraft were not 
co-located with the force that was engaged in this exercise. And so 
there was a delay in moving its dedicated aircraft to be able to go 
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and get them pulled together and loaded up onto an aircraft and be able 
to move. 


was a very kind of a rapid series of 
events of initially we had a report that the ambassador was missing. 
And so with the concern that we potentially had a hostage rescue 
requirement^ 

and then a to -- my 

recommendations was let's get them moving and headed toward the theatre 
so that as we sort out this rapidly changing kind of chaotic information 
situation^ as they began to take the steps that would be required for 
them to be able to move^ we subsequently got information in that the 
Ambassador had been located and was dead. 

We had information on his location at the hospital^ but it still 
seemed prudent at that pointy since^ again^ we had a lot going on and 
a lot of uncertainty as to what the potential next asks might be^ that 
the move we make 

moved to the theatre^ to an intermediate 
staging base close by^ because they would have the greatest capability 
to be able to respond to the widest variety of unknown crisis type of 

So the sooner we them 

there to theatre^ the better we would be postured to be able to respond 
to whatever might be coming next. 

My recollection was, at this point in time we were getting very 
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serious concerns about the security of the embassy in Tripoli -- in 
Tripoli, yes -- also the embassy in Tunis. And the situation in Cairo 
was also very, very unstable. So, frankly, we just didn't know what 
else we have coming, 


The FAST platoon we wanted to get there as quickly as 
possible, but they're a static defensive force. And the sense of you 
want to get them into an embassy or a location that you want to defend. 
They are not an assault force that would go and conduct an active 
assault. They don't have that kind of mobility. Their training and 
their equipment is to be able to provide a very robust static defense. 
So you, ideally, move them into a place before you have a security 
situation occur. 

Q And you mentioned the timelines for the FAST team and the 
CIF team moving. Do you recall what those timelines were? 

A I don't, off the top of my head, any longer. What we 
communicated to the units that are responsible for owning them -- so 
it was EUCOM and AFRICOM for the FAST, 


The one 

we could not overcome is just the time-distance factors of moving from 


the East Coast of the United States into the theatre. 

BY MR. TOLAR: 

Q Admiralj one of the lingering questions that we have been 
trying to get a handle on is why it seemed to take so long to get the 
response forces off the ground. The FAST team was in Rota[^^^^^^ 
They were ready to move prior to that. They sat 
on the tarmac for about 6 hours before the planes got there. 

A That is because we had no alert aircraft in Ramstein. So, 
literally, it was the middle of the night there. And I don't know all 
of the exact actions that they had to go to, but at Ramstein they had 
to go and generate the airplanes, get the air crews, wake them up, brief 
them, tell them what we knew, and have the planes ready to go. We did 
not have an alert posture set for the aircraft. 

Q Were you tracking that that night; the FAST team? 

A Yes . 

Q And the time it took? 

A Yes . 

Q Did you have concerns about how long it was taking? 

A Everybody wanted them there instantaneously. And we were 
getting a lot of questions, obviously, from both the State Department 
and the White House: Are they moving yet, are they moving yet? It 
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was just taking a long time. 

Q Did you reach out to anyone in order to find out what was 
taking so long? Was there anything else that could be done to expedite? 

A I did notj no. My conversations were with AFRICOMj with 
the 33 , and the Deputy Commander. I was taking information from them. 

Q I apologize, who was the 13? Do you recall? 

A Rear Admiral Rich Landholt. 

Q And then I guess the same question I'm going to pose to you 
with regard to the CIF. They sat on the tarmac for about 9 hours. 

A Honestly, I don't know where their airplanes were. Those 
pieces, it was a little bit fuzzy getting all the understanding. All 
I knew is they were involved in an exercise. And that told me that 
they were not sitting on their rucks, ready to go, ready to deploy when 
the first ask came out; that it would take them some -- there would 
be some period of time required for them to recover back to the location, 
pull their stuff together, and then be set and ready to go. Honestly, 
I don't recall where their aircraft were located. 

Q as you are the CIF 

which is what they had done that night. 
Who can waive that requirement that that's no longer relevant or they 
don't have to meet that requirement? 

A I don't recall. I don't know. I don't know that anybody 
waives it. I don't know. But like I said, they were in an exercise. 
I know that they were maintaining the ability to be able to meet the 
requirements that they had. All of this is in learning subsequently 
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the details of it, not what was going on at the time. 

doesn't make thein string nequinement, does that give you 
pause at the 13 level? Are you all tracking that or is that not 
something you all typically track? 

A Obviously, if there are known reasons, which, from time to 

time, 

at the we 

tracking the individual combatant commanders' GIF or CRE, what goes 


on internal to those 
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Q Other than the SOC Europe Commanderj is there anyone else 
you think would have a better understanding of the GIF, their response, 
et cetera, that evening? 

A I think that person would have the best understanding. 

Q With regard to the airlift for the FAST platoons, other than 
the USAFE commander, is there someone else you think might have a better 
understanding? 

A That is the person -- my understanding, again after the 
fact -- my understanding is that was the person who was kind of 
personally engaged in trying to expedite getting the aircraft moving. 

Q Do you know who has the authority to waive crew rest for 
a respective unit? 

A I don't know. 

BY MS. CLARKE: 

Q Thank you. Admiral. Dust stepping back for a little bit, 
we have been discussing a SVTC that occurred on the evening of 
September 11th. From your recollection, what was the purpose of this 
particular SVTC? 

A It was an information exchange to cross-level what does 
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everybody knowj is there any new information. The intelligence 
community was obviously providing information on other things that were 
going on, other locations that State was providing information on, 
other embassies where they had concerns. FBI. It was a general kind 
of a roundtable and round robin of everybody going around and passing 
out what information they had, what did they know. And then what were 
the asks. And then an opportunity for us to be able to say -- when 
we got to the military, we talked about these are the types of forces 
that we can deploy, and here's what we know, here's what we think, and 
here's what our recommendations are. 

Q And did you have any specific asks from the State Department 
or from any other agency at that meeting regarding what DOD could do? 

A We went down the list of the types of forces that are 
potentially available. And one of the things that was mentioned was 
the FEST, which is the Foreign Emergency Support Team, which is 
basically an administrative embassy augmentation team when you have 
a crisis going on. 

We talked about the GIF -- the FAST, the GIF, 

FEST . 

their only position was: send triggers pullers. The FEST they said 
they didn't need. 

And at this point, I mean there was -- my recollection is there 
was some serious consideration --we didn't know how long the embassy 
in Tripoli was going to be open. So, I think what they were interested 
in was not to throw a whole bunch of people into Tripoli that they would 
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then subsequently have to get out of there. But they were looking at 
all of the the other embassies that might potentially need help, and 
they the FAST 

BY MR. TOLAR: 

Q There were questions about how long the Tripoli Embassy 
would be open. Was that in response to the attacks in Benghazi? 

A Yes. People were recovering back to there, but there was 
still a lot of concern at that point on what was the security posture, 
what was the situation in Tripoli itself. Because, again, you 
remember, the same day you had the embassy in Cairo was under attack, 
at the embassy in Tunis there was an assault. It was just all of these 
different embassies -- and we were looking at what are the other 
embassies out there that might potentially also face some sort of 
similar violence and what could we do to posture ourselves to be able 
to deal with it. 

BY MS. CLARKE: 

Q And at the time of the meeting, what was the status of the 
assets that you all discussed? Were they preparing to deploy? 

A They were alerted . The final decision had not yet been made 
definitively, as I recall, but we came out of that meeting with 
basically: send everything. But at the time, again, we were talking 

the CIF 

send it to an intermediate staging base, someplace 
close by. And I turned that one over to AFRICOM and let them decide 
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where did they think would be the best location, and talk to EUCOM and 
sort out what would be the best location and just have everybody 
rendezvous there at that location as we sorted out the situation on 
the ground in Tripoli was going to look like and where we might need 
to send people. 

BY MR. TOLAR: 

Q Sir, was it your decision, then, to send them back to an 
ISB first? 

A Yes. Because we didn't -- State was not prepared to 

send 


And State was very, very concerned about what 
the footprint would look like in Tripoli. They didn't want it to look 
like we were invading. 

That was the gist or that was the genesis of the discussion that 
occurred over whether or not when the FEST arrives at the airport in 
Tripoli -- because they wanted to reinforce security at the 
embassy -- but there was concern that it not have this image of a big, 
invading force. 

we knew the FAST, 


there was 

just concern of parading a bunch of trucks or buses full of Marines 
in uniform, what kind of image that would present, recognizing it was 
going to be daylight when they arrived. 
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And so this discussion went back and forth -- what should it look 
likGj let's get them in -- but they wanted -- in a perfect worlds they 
would want them all to just kind of appear instantaneously at the 
embassy but not have to be exposed as they were seen as they went from 
the airport to the embassy. 

Q Was it also your decisionj then^ not to send the FAST team 
directly to Tripoli? 

A My recollection is we did go directly to -- the FAST went 
directly from Rota to Tripoli, is my recollection. 

Q They went to the ISB first. They all three went to the ISB 
first . 

A Then if that is the way it played out, I think it was probably 
because we were still waiting on diplomatic approval to be able to bring 
them into Tripoli. Okay. 

BY MS. CLARKE: 

Q So we are talking about the FAST team going into Tripoli. 
Following this discussion at the Deputies Committee meeting, was there 
a decision to send the FAST team to Benghazi? 

A We were looking at two FAST teams, but it very, very soon 
became evident that everybody was leaving Benghazi. And so I don't 
remember if it was just before that Deputies Committee or during the 
deputies or just right after. 

By the time we came out of the deputies, it was pretty clear that 
nobody was going to be left in Benghazi. And so the decision -- I 
think, at the deputies, there was some discussion -- but as I recall. 
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we weren't going to send them to Benghazi j because everybody was going 
to be back in Tripoli by the time we could actually get them there. 

Q I'm sorryj you said that you can't recall whether you had 
the understanding during the Deputies Committee meetings but sometime 
close in time -- 

A It was right around the time -- my sense waSj as we came 
out of the Deputies Committee meetings there was never -- as I think 
my way through itj the discussion that was coming out and what State 
was telling us and the intelligence community was telling us was that 
everybody was going to be leaving Benghazi. 

And I think even at this point we knew that everybody had 
moved -- they had moved from the temporary diplomatic facility j they 
moved to the Annexj and they were moving or going to be moving^ if they 
had not already begun moving, from the Annex to the airport, and would 
be leaving at the airport as quickly as they could. 

So it was pretty clear we weren't going to be able to get anything 
into Benghazi before the last people left. So, I don't think we ever 
went beyond the notion of moving the FAST into -- the FAST platoon into 
Tripoli. 

Q And just to make sure I have an understanding of the 
timeframe of this idea that everyone was leaving Benghazi, this was 
close in time to your discussion during the Deputies Committee and not 
later in the early morning after the mortar attack, right? 

A I think so, yeah. Like I said, that is my recollection of 
it. 
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Q You mentioned also -- I think you mentioned that State had 
a large concern about kind of how the militaryj whether it was the FAST 
team or any other assets that went into Libya, how they were presented. 

Looking back at the document we were discussing, the last -- the 
second to last full paragraph at the very bottom, "State remains 
concerned that any U.S. military intervention be fully coordinated with 
the Libyan Government." The last sentence is that you "agreed to look 
into the possibility of deploying units in civilian attire." 

Do you recall what that discussion entailed regarding this? 

A Again, like I said, they wanted to minimize the signature 
that looked like a big military invasion, a big military arrival there. 
And the reason that I remember the discussion was I had to go back and 
find and make sure, as the FAST had moved out and was waiting for lift, 
and the question that I had to go back and ask AFRICOM was: in their 
rucksacks did they have civilian clothes that they could put on, or 
was this going to entail having to go back to their barracks and draw 
that equipment. They had what they needed, and so they didn't have 
to go anyplace. 

At that Deputies Committee meeting, I couldn't speak for them. 
And I wanted would to go back and verify that. Because what I wanted 
to know is: is it more important to get them there or to have the 
signature in civilian clothes? As it turned out, it didn't matter, 
because they had the civilian clothes with them already. 

Q Sir, did you make the decision to have them arrive in 
civilian clothing? Was that your decision? 
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A No. That was the request from State Departmentj and I 
passed that on down to AFRICOM. 

BY MR. TOLAR: 

Q For what it is worthy sir^ the FAST platoon commander 
testified or talked to us in an interview, and he mentioned that once 
the plane arrived, they were on the bird and then they were there for 
about 3 hours waiting to take off. It was during that time they kept 
getting conflicting word about civies versus UTS, and they changed back 
and forth. Who would have been directing them to do what they did? 

A It would have been coming from AFRICOM. But AFRICOM was 
responding to this back and forth with State over what is the priority, 
is it to move or is to have them in civies. 

Q So State was requesting the civilian clothes? 

A Yes. Yes, it was coming from the embassy. 

Q It was coming from the embassy? 

A The embassy back to Main State, from Main State over to 
us -- the Pentagon -- and from us to AFRICOM. You can imagine it's 
about six phone calls to work -- what do you want -- and work your way 
back through. 

Q In that same vein, you made a comment earlier about waiting 
on diplomatic approval. Would you just elaborate on what you meant 
by that? 

A We wanted to make sure that nobody was going to shoot at 
the airplanes when they landed at Tripoli. And we needed some 
assurance from the embassy that they were going to be -- that the 
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embassy was ready to receive them; that there wasn't going to be a 
problem when they came in to land. 

Q When you use the term "diplomatic approval/' does that go 
above and beyond requests for an airplane to get cleared to come into 
the country? 

A It is the embassy saying: Yeahj they are approved to come 
in . 

Q And that constitutes what you mean by diplomatic approval? 

A Yes . 

Q Thank you. 

BY MS. CLARKE: 

Q So, Admiralj you were talking and you said that during the 
course of this meeting the final decision had not yet been made about 
which assets would actually be deployed^ or I think you said something 
to that effect. 

A I think by the end of the meeting it was that everything 
would go with the exception of the FEST. 

Q Okay. Everything except the FEST would be deployed. What 
were the next steps that you took in order to actually deploy these 
assets? 

A As I recall^ I communicated it to the NMCC 

-- the order -- a 

VOCO -- a verbal communication to commanding officers -- that we had 
agreement 


to move the CIF 
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Because at that pointy we wanted all 
of them co-located to be able to operate together and cohesively. And 
then for the FAST to be able to move. 

Q And that information, you communicated it to the 
NMCC. And would that VOCO be provided via a teleconference call or 
how is that typically done? 

A Honestly, I don't know whether they sent that via email or 
via a phone call down. That was communicated to them to be able to 
move this. 

As I recall, I think I drafted an email that -- a similar email 
to this one that went back to the chairman. It was drafted up by one 
of the officers in 33 and I forwarded it to the chairman, to my 
recollection . 

[Tidd Exhibit No. 3 

Was marked for identification.] 

Q So at this time I would like to introduce Exhibit 3. I 
think this may be the email that you're referring to. So we'll just 
take a look at that and have a discussion about that. 

A Okay. 

Okay. 

Q For the record. Exhibit 3 is an email chain on September 11, 
2012. And, Admiral, you are CC'd on the first two emails. I don't 
believe you're on the top email. The doc ID number is SCB 001375. 

So, the very last page --or the second to last page --is the 
initial email. I believe it was sent by [Captain Do 
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you recall what his role was? 

A He was the deputy director for operations, the watch officer 
at the NMCC. 

Q In his email -- the email is sent at approximately 8:39 p.m. 
lust before we discuss that, do you recall how long the Deputies 
Committee SVTC was that evening? 

A I don't. But -- I don't. I really don't. I guess I could 
look here and see. 

Q Do you have a recollection whether or not your participation 
in that particular meeting ended prior to the end of the meeting? In 
other words -- 

A Was I in the entire Deputies Committee SVTC? I think so. 
I don't remember leaving early. I just don't recall. 

Q That's fine. 

And so [Captain ^^^^^^^^^^writes -- this appears to be an 
email where he is referring to a National Military Command Center update 
conference call with several combatant commands. And I guess itis like 
the second paragraph down it says, "Provided SECDEF's VOCO to 
PTDO" --is that prepared to deploy order? 

A Right. 

Q -- "FAST platoon from Rota, Spain, to Benghazi," and then 

the same for Spain to Tripoli. It also mentions the Commander's 
In-Extremis Force and then discusses an RFI -- a request for 
information - -to AFRICOM/EUCOM for the following: a timeline, number 
of pax for both CIF and FAST, capabilities, mission, lift requirements. 
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weapons, and mobility on annival. 

Ane you awane on do you know where that information would have 
been -- if AFRICOM had supplied that information, would that have come 
back to your attention or would that have come back to [Captain 

A I'm looking at the timelines here and I'm -- I am thinking 
that -- that [Captain had a conference call with the various 

watch centers of the commands that are listed here as a result of 
decisions that came out of the Deputies Committee meeting. 

And so the things that you see upfront -- the SECDEF VOCO, the 
things to move, and then also forwarded request for information from 
AFRICOM and EUCOM for the following - - I am guessing at this point now, 
but I think this might have been in response to -- I gave him a verbal 
dump from the Deputies Committee meeting. He had this conference call. 
This is a report back with the information from the conference call. 
And then I turned around and replied on top of that with subsequent 
information that had been provided from phone calls that I had had at 
the same time. As I read through this, I think that is the way it reads. 

Q And so just to refer to your response to [Captain 
email, the first line you write, "Discussions at Deputies, and followed 
up between OSD and the chairman." Is OSD referring to the Office of 
Secretary of Defense? 

A Yes . 

Q So following the Deputies Committee meeting, did you have 
a subsequent conversation with the Secretary or a representative? 
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A I think I had a convensatioHj as I recall, maybe with General 
Kelly, who is the Secretary's military assistant. 

Q And do you recall the substance of that conversation? 

A We were talking about what came out of the Deputies 

Committee meeting and what the asks were. 

Q And then the second paragraph, "SECDEF has directed 
deployment of the CIF to the ISB determined most suitable by AFRICOM." 
And I think you referred to that earlier. 

A Right. 

Q And then the third paragraph, "SECDEF has directed FAST 
deployment 

^^^^^same ISB as CIF. Let me know what the N-hour will be." 

A That is a synchronizing time that is provided. 

They us 

what it will be. 

Q And when you say a synchronizing time, is that to 
synchronize 

was that for all of the elements? 

No, 

And was there a reason 


A 


My recollection, from a number of different events 



Q And so just to make sure I understood youj your request^ 
Let me know what the N-hour will be/' was specifically 
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A That is what I was talking to. Because there is the formal 
SECDEF order, it is a formatted message that goes out, and it lists 
the N-hour in that message. And so we just need it back from them to 
give us the N-hour so we can put it in the message and the message goes 
out. 

Q Were N-hours established for the other assets -- for the 
GIF and the FAST team? 

A If so -- again, the GIF is responsive to the theatre 
commander and works for them. And so we were not involved, other than, 
in this case, there was some question over whether or not they should 
be put directly into Libya or not because of the sensitivities of what 
the situation in Libya was at this time. And so the Secretary wanted 
to make sure that whatever was sent there was going to be welcome and 
that this was not going to be an assault. 

Q And can you just elaborate a little more on that discussion 
about whether or not to send the GIF directly to Benghazi versus sending 
it to an ISB? 

A Again, as the timelines that we were looking at, it seemed 
abundantly clear that everybody was going to have departed Benghazi 
by the time anybody could arrive -- by the time the lift could arrive, 
they could load up, and they could fly -- just the time distance -- that 
they would not have been able to be there. Because everybody was moving 
out of Benghazi as quickly as they could. 

BY MR. TOLAR: 

Q So does SOGOM set the N-hour or would it have been SOGEUR? 
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A The theatre commander that SOCEUR works for would have been 


setting whatever the response timeline was for his GIF. 



Q So it would have been General Votel. 

A Yes . 

Q Thank you. 

A That sounds right. 

BY MS. CLARKE: 

Q Continuing on in your emails the next paragraph, "SECDEF 
has directed FAST to make all preps to deploy, but hold departure until 
we are sure we have clearance to land in Tripoli." 

I believe this reflects kind of what we were discussing earlier, 
that the concern was to make sure we have clearance. 

A Correct. 

Q And that is referring to diplomatic clearance, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q Then it goes on to say, "We'll work with State to nail that 
down, but intent is to get security force augmentation into Tripoli 
(not Benghazi, at least not initially) ASAP. Embassy making efforts 
to move all AMCITS from SAG Compound Benghazi to Tripoli, possibly using 
same Comm Air that 5-pax team arrived on." 

And that is referring to what -- your understanding was that 
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everyone was going to be leaving Benghazi and heading to Tripoli? 

A That's correct. 

Q During the course of that evening^ did you receive any 
additional information that may have changed that understanding about 
whether or not the individuals that had moved from the diplomatic 
compound to the Annex were actually going to be evacuated? 

A We knew that the intent was that they be evacuated. My 
recollection -- and, again, here is where the subsequent knowledge that 
we all gained in the days and weeks following, exactly what transpired 
on the ground. So, I don't know that I can de-conflict what did I know 
at the time versus what I have subsequently learned. 

So I am a little bit reluctant to say I absolutely knew at that 
time that it was exactly this. My recollection was we were waiting 
for them to move, waiting for them to move, waiting for them to move. 
Then we got this sporadic report that the compound had come under fire. 

At the time, it was a very, I guess, an incomplete report. We 
didn't have a real clear understanding of what had come under fire. 
And then it was: They are moving now, they are going to the airport, 
they are at the airport. 

And so, you know, it is not like you're watching a continuously 
evolving piece. It wasn't until I saw the Predator video that occurred 
over this long period of time that you began to kind of stitch together 
exactly what has happening on a minute-by-minute basis. 

But at the time, you get a report, and then it may be 45 minutes, 
an hour later you get another piece of information. Then you don't 
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get anything. And you call and say: Hey, what's going on? Have they 
begun to move yet? Hold on. Wait. Then it works its way back up the 
chain . 

So you have get very small packets of information spread out by 
a significant period of time where you're not hearing anything. And 
at the same time, we are trying to coordinate all the other various 
activities that are going on to make sure that we are wrestling with 
finding out why was it taking so long to get the airplanes generated 
from Ramstein down to the FAST, and when were they going to get there, 
and what was the timeline, and how were they going move, and where are 
they going to move to, and the business of uniforms, not uniforms. 

You get bogged down in some of the things that ultimately end up 
being not -- they are the things that bog us down back here, but that 
weren't really affecting what was going on on the ground there in 
Tripoli. 

BY MR. TOLAR: 

Q Sir, I apologize if I missed this, but the comment in that 
long paragraph says "hold departure until we are sure we have clearance 
to land in Tripoli." 

Is that hold departure from Rota or hold departure from ISB to 
Tripoli? 

Do you recall? 

A I don 't recall. Like I said, my recollection was that those 
guys, when they finally left Rota, that they were going straight to 
Tripoli. I've forgotten. If you say they landed first at Sigonella, 
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okay. I just don't recall that. We just did not want them to be 
landing in Tripoli until we knew that they weren't going to get shot 
up by somebody on the runway. 

Q Clearly, is it your understanding that General Ham had the 
authority to move from Rota to ISB? He had full carte blanche to do 
what he needed to do to get them prepared to go into Tripoli. 

A I don't recall there ever being anything holding them up 
at Rota, other than if they needed civies, to make sure they had civies 
with them. Once we knew they had civies with them, it was get them 
moving. 

Q And real quick, talking about General Ham versus Admiral 
Leidig. 

A I didn't talk with General Ham. All my conversations were 
with Admiral Leidig. 

Q My question is: Did you have an appreciation -- was 
Admiral Leidig running the show and advising the commander or was the 
commander trying to make decisions from the Pentagon and advising 
Leidig? Did you have an appreciation for that? 

A I really don't. I don't know what was going on between 
Admiral Leidig and General Ham. 

Ms. Clarke . So, we have about 2 minutes remaining. I think 
right now what we will do is take a break. 

Admiral Tidd . Two minutes. I can go 2, if you want to. 

Ms. Clarke . No, I think now is a good stopping point for us, sir, 
if that is okay for you, and we can take a break. And I am sure the 
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minority will have questions for you as well. 
Thank you. 

[Recess at 1:00 p.m.] 
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[2:22 p.m.] 

Ms. Green . We can go back on the record. 

EXAMINATION 

BY MS. GREEN: 

Q Sirj we ' re just gonna go back through some of the items that 
you discussed with my colleagues in the last hour. 

And you mentioned at the beginning of this interview that your 
memory from the night of the attacks was a bit fuzzy, right? 

A That's correct. 

Q Understandably so. 

A That's correct. 

Q My memory of last week is fuzzy. 

A Yeah. No, the problem that I have, honestly, is 
having -- having read the transcripts and the summaries and the after 
action reviews that we've been engaged in, trying to disaggregate what 
did I know then from the picture that I have today is the part that 
is -- I -- I just don't have a great deal of confidence that I can really 
distinguish between those two. 

Q No, that's fair, sir. 

And you had mentioned that you thought that the FAST platoon had 
gone directly from Rota into Libya, right? 

A Right. 

Q And my colleagues indicated to you that the FAST stopped 
at the intermediate staging base. And upon learning that, you 
speculated that the reason for that was because they were waiting for 
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diplomatic clearance, night? 

A That's the only -- that's the -- yes, that's connect. 
Connect. 


Q Did anyone even tell you that's why they wene at the ISB? 

A I don't recall that they stopped at the ISB. 

Q And you don't know for a fact that they did, night? 

A I -- no, I don't. 

Q Did anyone even tell you that seeking permission from Libya 
was going to slow down the FAST team? 

A I don't -- the conversation was not -- it was how can we 
get them there as quickly as possible. 

Q And, sin, we interviewed former Secretary Panetta, and he 
indicated to us -- and you probably know this from all of your 
operational experience -- that obtaining dip clearance and various 
other logistical items would happen in parallel to the forces 
deploying. Is that an accurate -- 

A That was typically the way that we would --we would work. 
And, in fact, subsequent cases, 


So this was -- you know, it was fairly typical that if we -- the 
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only thing that we wanted to make sure that didn't happen was that we 
would send them someplace that they couldn't recover back to and run 
the plane out of gas while we were waiting for the final approval to 
occur. 

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

Q But just a specific point from the last round. 

A Okay. 

Q You have no memory that the FAST platoon stopped at an 
intermediate staging base^ right? 

A That's correct. 

Q So I would assume, but I just want to just check with you, 

you have no memory that the FAST platoon was delayed because of waiting 
on the diplomatic clearance? 

A I -- no. What I -- what I recall and refreshed by the 
email, was that was the one -- the one caveat of -- from the Secretary 
of Defense, basically, launch everything else, launch to the ISB, that 
was fine, but don't send it -- don't send the FAST into Tripoli until 
we were sure that they would be allowed to land in. That was the 
only -- kind of the only caveat that he placed on his approval to deploy 
those forces. 

Q I'm sorry. I'm kind of beating a dead horse here, but just 
to be very clear, because I don't want, sort of, your speculative 
comment and the other one to be taken out of context. 

A Okay. 

Q You don't have any memory that that night there was a 
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decision to go to the intermediate staging base because you were waiting 
on diplomatic security -- clearance? Is that right? 

A Correct. I do not recall that. 

Q Okay. 

BY MS. GREEN: 

Q Actually^ General Dempsey spoke to this in his Senate 
testimony. He was, you know, asked about whether country clearance 
delayed the FAST team. He said, quote, "I want to assure you, had we 
been able to -- there's been a whole bunch of speculation about were 
we risk averse. We needed the country's permission to come in. If 
we had been able to get there with anything, we'd have gone in there 
under the command of the commander of the U.S. Africa Command," end 
quote . 

Do you have any reason to doubt General Dempsey's testimony? 

A Never. The piece -- I think he specifically was talking 
about Benghazi in that -- in that specific instance, not Tripoli. 

Q Yes, sir. 

A On the evening, at the time that all of this was transpiring, 
our mindset, our sense was that everything was going to Tripoli, that 
no one was left -- or no one would be left in Benghazi. So 
that -- that's -- that was the mindset that we had. 

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

Q So just to close out some of the diplomatic clearance, I 
think you had explained in the last round that the request for 
diplomatic clearance was coming from -- originating in embassy 
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Tripoli? Was that your understanding? 

A We were waiting -- I was waiting to hear from the Department 
of State -- I was not waiting. I was talking to the Department of 
State, basically. When they told me that it was okay, that the embassy 
at Tripoli said it was okay for them to land, that was -- that was what 
we were waiting for, was just for the embassy -- because they were 
trying to negotiate. They were trying to find somebody within the 
government of Libya to make sure that there would be no problems if 
we brought this -- because you can't bring a large armed military force 
into another country without having discussions with that government. 
It has to be invited in. That's not to say what General Dempsey was 
saying is if we thought we had the circumstances that -- that would 
warrant going in, that that would be the decision that would be made 
at a higher lever. It would not be made at the ambassador's level. 

Q Well, sure. And obviously, going into Tripoli, although 
there's not a current attack on the embassy would be different than 
going into Benghazi, where there was an attack. 

A Correct. 

Q But I think in the previous round you had said something 
about the genesis for the interest in making sure that those who are 
entering Tripoli again, and not Benghazi, were in civilian gear and 
had clearance from -- diplomatic clearance from the country of Libya 
to enter, that part of the genesis from that was actually concerns on 
the ground from the embassy in Tripoli? 

A That's correct. 
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Q Is that accurate? 

A That's connect. 

Q Okay. And were the concerns from the embassy on the ground 
in Tripoli, did you convey those around the department? Were those 
taken seriously? 

A Yes. I mean, there was no reason not to take them 
seriously. We were very much interested in supporting the embassy and 
providing the embassy with what -- what they were asking for and getting 
it there as quickly as we possibly could to be able to -- to reinforce 
the embassy so that they would have the means that they needed in case 
what had happened at -- in Cairo when -- and in Tunis might be heading 
their way next. 

Q And Embassy Tripoli had -- Embassy Tripoli was expressing 
that they also had concerns -- 

A Absolutely. 

Q -- that something could occur there? 

A Yes . 

Q And was Embassy Tripoli expressing that they wanted you all 
to come as quickly as possible? 

A They -- they wanted trigger pullers to reinforce the 

embassy as quickly as possible. 

Q And so there were a series of, sort of, information coming 
out of Embassy Tripoli that you all were trying to factor into the 
actions that you were taking that night? 

A Correct. 
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BY MS. GREEN: 

Q We actually had the opportunity, sir, to interview the FAST 
commander of that team that went into Tripoli, and he confirmed to us 
that they switched in and out of uniforms to -- which is probably not 
all that unusual for like a specialized team. Is that right, sir? 

A I -- yeah. 

Q We asked him whether changing into civilian clothes 
interfered with his mission, and the Marine responded, quote, 
"Absolutely not," end quote. 

And he went on to explain, similar to what you just explained, 
sir, about why the Libyan Government might not have wanted Marines in 
civilian attire. And I'm just gonna read you his quote: "Not to show 
that you have American Marines on the deck in the country outside of 
what seemed to be U.S. sovereign territory. So the outside impression 
is given of a Marine force on the ground in a foreign country is not 
the most welcoming presence. Concurrently, you've got Iraq racking 
up and Afghanistan going up. No one wants to be -- this is me kind 
of making up these answers why they don't want us in uniform. No one 
wants to be the next country that's got Marines coming in to do what 
Marines do," end quote. 

A I think there is a refreshing candor from young Marine 
captains . 

Q 

A 


Q 


I think so, too, sir. 

I think you nailed it. 

Sir, I'm going to direct your attention back to exhibit 3 
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that my colleagues introduced in the last hour. 

And you mentioned, sin, that the N-houn is a synchronizing 
mechanism. Is it fair to say that setting the N-hour didn't slow the 
forces? 

A Correct. It did not. 

Q And once Secretary of Defense gave the orders to deploy, 
nothing stopped them from moving? Is that your -- 

A That's correct. 

Q They weren't waiting for the N-hour? 

A I am not aware that they were. 

Q And, sir, exhibit 3 seems to be representing both the SVTCs 
call that you were on as well as a conference call with the National 
Military Command Center? 

A Right. 

Q And those were your folks that were running that? 

A Right. Talking with the other military command centers. 

Q And, sir, you responded to that email 14 minutes after you 

received it. And I just want to clarify that on page 3, the conference 
call essentially is laying out the orders from the Secretary of Defense . 
Is that right, sir? 

A It is. That's correct. Move the CIF and then some 
requests, but, yes, it forwards the SECDEF's VOCO to move the FAST 
platoons. I'm just looking to see if there was a discussion. 


Q 


And, sir, if I could direct you to the second page, your 
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email response. The third paragraph is about the FAST deployment. 

A Correct. 

Q Here, it says, the Secretary of Defense directed the FAST 
to make preparations to deploy but hold departure until we are sure 
we have country clearance to land in Tripoli. 

But your email goes on to say, quote, "Intent is to get security 
force augmentation into Tripoli ASAP," end quote. 

A Correct. 

Q And the last sentence of that last paragraph reads, quote, 
"But the point is to get Marines on the ground securing the embassy 
in Tripoli as rapidly as we can move them," end quote. 

So, sir, it appears, based on your email, that the plan was to 
send the FAST team as quickly as they could get there? 

A That's correct. 

Q So is it fair to say, sir, that obtaining Libyan country 
clearance, as we said, and deploying Marines as quickly as we can aren't 
mutually exclusive activities? 

A No. No. They were -- the intent was they would be pursued 
simultaneously. 

Q The last sentence, sir, of your email says, "Consider this 
authorization to move, we will follow up with depords ASAP." 

A So this reinforced the VOCO orders that were passed 

previously. This provides reinforcement of that. The actual depords 
is a formal package of materials that's put together and presented, 
and the Secretary of Defense actually signs those. And so it's 
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a -- it's the paperwork that you follow up with to -- that formalizes 
the decisions that have already been made and communicated verbally. 

Q But the verbal order was all that -- 

A Correct. 

Q -- the forces needed? 

A Correct. 

Q SiCj when we interviewed Secretary Panetta^ and we've asked 
a couple of others the same questionj nationalj sort ofj command 
authority, sort of a simple question, but it goes from the President 
to the Secretary of Defense, to the combatant commanders, right? 

A Correct. 

Q So there's a whole lot of interagency coordination that you 
and others were involved in, whether it's the SVTC or whatnot, but those 
interactions and discussions wouldn't change the orders given by the 
Secretary of Defense? Is that right? 

A Correct. 

Q In the last hour, you seemed to indicate that decisions were 
made at that SVTC that you participated in? 

A Yeah. I guess what I would say is, obviously, there were 
lots of discussions about what was wanted, what was desired. And when 
you have the entire interagency participating and everyone agrees, 
including, obviously, the Secretary of Defense or that the DOD side, 
that's the most critical thing to us, but this is the coordination that 
occurs to make sure that there's nobody -- nobody's surprised and that 
everybody -- that nobody is in disagreement. But if the Secretary of 
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Defense tells us to do something j we do it. That's the -- that's 
oun -- the military chain of command. 

Q And that -- that is what happened on September llthj 2012, 

sir? 

A Correct. 

Ms . Sachsman Grooms . That you got your orders from the Secretary 
of Defense? 

Admiral Tidd . Correct. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Your orders didn't come from the White 
House or from the State Department? 

Admiral Tidd . No. The orders came from the Secretary of 
Defense. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q I appreciate your patience. Admiral. 

You mentioned in the last hour, coming out of that 7:30 SVTC, some 
of the do outs, or some of the taskers that were associated with that 
SVTC. You also described some of the members of the interagency, your 
sense -- for instance, I've written in my notes here that everybody 
wanted the forces that were discussed there instantaneously. You then 
followed up by saying that there were communications you had with 
individuals in the White House, individuals at the State Department 
following that meeting. 

A Yeah. I did not speak to anyone in the White House that 

I recall. The only people I recall speaking with were -- now, I -- I 
attended the SVTC in which the discussions were occurring, but my 
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conversations were with people inside the Pentagon. 

Q Okay. And I think that's a helpful clarification. 

One of the things I had written in my notes is that you had said 
that individuals at the White House or State Department had contacted 
the loint Staff to ask -- 

A Yeah. 

Q -- our forces to move again. 

A Yeah. NOj I did -- let me change. I did have a phone call 
with -- I don't recall any longer -- it was one of the senior State 
Department individuals that was -- that was the point person for this 
crisis that was breaking. That she was -- was at the SVTCj and her 
name was passed -- and phone number was passed outj and I was just 
exchanging information with her. And that was --my recollection was 
that was the phone call we were having over whether or not uniforms, 
no uniforms, how -- what's the fastest you can move. And we just all 
agreed that the key thing is to get them there as quickly as possible, 
the Marines, the FAST Marines. 

Q Thank you. So it was your sense, then, in that discussion 
and other discussions you may have been briefed or informed about with 
the State Department that the State Department wanted forces there 
instantaneously? That was -- that continued throughout the evening? 

A Yes. That was correct. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. And in your discussions with the State 
Department about changing into civilian clothes and other things, 
was -- was the request from the State Department -- were those all 
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subordinate to the interests from the State Department that the forces 
get there as quickly as possible? 

Admiral Tidd . That was my sense. It was from a security 
perspective that, I think, they were thinking of not moving uniformed 
Marines at night in buses through the -- you know -- or, actually, in 
the early hours of the morning through downtown Tripoli to the embassy. 
And so I think that the only question I had was, okay, if it comes down 
to a question of with uniforms or without uniforms, is it more important 
to move them quickly? The answer was, yes, get them there quickly. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. And that's the answer from the State 
Department? 

Admiral Tidd . Correct. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q And at the time, that discussion centered on Embassy Tripoli 
with respect to the FAST? Is that correct? 

A It was only about Tripoli at that point. 

Q At that point. And that is again, because? 

A Their concern that there might be similar riots and unrest 
that had occurred in Cairo and Tunis and in Benghazi. 

Q And at the point in time of those discussions, your 
understanding was that the personnel in Benghazi was set to evacuate? 

A They were either -- they were either on their way out or 

had left. And I didn't have a clear idea of how long it was going to 
finally take them, the last flight to leave. It was only -- you know, 
retrospective, we learned that last flight ended up taking a lot longer 
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than we thought. 

Q YeSj sin. 

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

Q Even with the last flight taking longer than you all thought 
that it would have^ would there have been any way to get forces into 
Benghazi before that happened? I guess my point iSj the forces still 
weren't ready and moving^ right? 

A I mean the -- what we weren't sure at the time, and the 
reason we were -- we were asking for two FAST platoons, we weren't sure 
if we were going to be moving one platoon to Benghazi, one platoon to 
Tripoli. The more we learned, the more it became evident nobody was 
going to be left in Benghazi, that everybody was moving into Tripoli 
and consolidate there. And so the decision was, let's keep the two 
platoons moving in this direction, and if we need to put them someplace 
else, we can put them someplace else. Because, again, we -- things 
were moving quickly at a number of different embassies and, frankly, 
we weren't sure at that point where we were going to need them next. 

Q Got it. And if the FAST platoon had been ready, and there 
were people on the ground still in Benghazi, would you have sent them 
to Benghazi -- I mean, the order was set up originally to send them 
to Benghazi? 

A Yeah. And part of that, we just didn't know what the 
situation was on the ground, where we -- was there a static situation, 
and we were defending? Were they moving from -- I mean, pretty early 
on, my recollection was that the intent was that they leave Benghazi, 
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and that they move from Benghazi back to Tripoli. And so, again, you 
know, FAST platoon is not -- that's not the kind of a unit that you 
would use to go in and either do an assault or anything else. They 
would -- they would be a unit that you would send in to set up a 
protective perimeter and then be able to conduct either a -- you know, 
ordered departure or something else from. 

But as we got the word that -- that they were moving towards the 
airport, I think pretty quickly the thinking shifted to, okay, you know, 
we are not going to reinforce Benghazi, because nobody's going to be 
left there. 

Q Can you speak a little to the FEST, the F-E-S-T? 

A Yeah. 

Q I think you said the interest was in getting trigger pullers 
to Libya, and so the idea of the FEST was dismissed pretty early on. 
Did you agree with that decision? Can you talk a little about that? 

A Yeah, I just -- what I did was review the types of units 
that in a -- in an 0300 kind of crisis that could be made available, 
and that there was -- I mean, there was the -- if you -- if you can 
get there ahead of a crisis breaking out, you send in a FAST platoon 
to reinforce, provide us a static defense around a fixed site. If you 
think you've got a hostage rescue or some other dynamic type of a 


situation 
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The FEST was -- if you -- if you ane going to be conducting some 
sort of a crisis response activity within a sovereign nation, in order 
to provide a team of subject matter experts who understand exactly what 
the employment of this team is, a FEST is an interagency team led by 
somebody of ambassadorial level and that with members of State 
Department, intelligence community, and military, and sometimes law 
enforcement as well and communicators and other sorts of folks to be 
able to expand the capacity of an embassy to be able to deal with a 
crisis type of a situation. 

And there are instances when you deploy the 0300 package that you 
consider also deploying the FEST to be able to augment the embassy to 
be able to deal with what might be going on. But the decision was made 
at that evening's SVTC that, no, they did not need the FEST. What they 
wanted was they wanted trigger pullers. 

And although there's a small number of military personnel in that 
FEST, it is not -- typically, it's not considered a trigger-pulling 
outfit . 

Q Is that because the FEST would be used to augment -- 

A The embassy. 

Q -- the embassy, and instead, they were evacuating? 

A Well, we didn't know. I mean, we just -- we didn't know. 


and I think they weren't even sure at that point. What they didn't 
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want to do was increase the number of people inside the embassy that 
shouldj you knowj a -- a requirement come to draw down the number of 
people in the embassy^ that they would then bring people in and have 
to turn around and bring them right back out again. 

Q And especially they didn't want to increase the number of 
people that they would have to evacuate that were nontrigger pullers? 

A Correct. 

BY MS. GREEN: 

Q Sir, since the Benghazi attacks, there's been sort of 
multiple allegations that somehow the Defense Department was told to 
stand down, whether it was, you know. Secretary Clinton telling 
Secretary Panetta. On your SVTC or throughout the night, did anyone 
ever indicate that you should stand down? 

A I don't -- I don't recall hearing anybody saying stand down. 
I've read the same allegations, the same stories, and I -- I don't know 
where that came from. 

Q Did anyone ever indicate to you that you should slow the 
response of the military to -- 

A No. 

Mr. Kenny. Sir, you were asked a series of questions about the 
status of the CIF throughout the evening of September 11th and the 
morning of September 12th. 

As far as the alert posture, the posture of that CIF and their 
movements on the night of the attacks, who would be best positioned 
to answer those questions for the committee? 
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Admiral Tidd . I think the theater Special Operations commanderj 
which in that instance^ I think they were still under -- under European 
command j so the SOCEUR commander probably would have the best. 

Mr. Kenny. Okay. Thank you. 

BY MS. GREEN: 

Q We also had the opportunityj sir^ to interview the commander 
of that CIFj and he explained to us sort of the difference between 
responding in extremis to deliberative planning. And from whatj in 
his scope of understandingj once the ambassador was deceased^ sort 
of -- he indicated thatj essentially the N-hour became irrelevantj 
because they were doing deliberative planning at that point. Does that 
resonate with you? 

A That makes sense . And, again^ it was just because we didn 't 
know what we didn't know. We didn't know what -- what was going on 
at that point, so -- 

Q And by staging forces at the ISB, was that because of the 
other threats driving in the region? 

A We -- we knew we needed to get a very flexible, capable 
package with a loss of capacity a lot closer to the problem than what 
we currently had, and we wanted to put them someplace where they could 
all be colocated and do the kinds of planning, share the information 
and make sure they had the best possible information available to them. 
And so once it became pretty clear that we did not have an immediate 
hostage rescue situation going on, it -- our thinking was, get them 
all here together and then -- and then see what comes next and be ready 
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to be able to respond to what comes next. 

In factj we did end up getting some requests from the embassy in 
Tunis for augmentation of security personnel. And at that time the 
decision was made to use Special Operations forces to do that instead 
of Marines because of hypersensitivity of the embassy in Tunis to having 
Marines come in in a FAST platoon. They wanted a lower profile 
perspective^ because they had already been^ I thinkj assaulted one 
time . 

Q Sir, Major General Darryl Roberson has testified a number 
of times to Congress about the Benghazi attacks. Did he work for you 
or with you? 

A He was the vice director for operations. Darryl Roberson, 

yeah . 

Q One of the things he said in his testimony, and sounds 
similar to what you just said is, quote, "With respect to the CIF, was 
it properly used, or what we should've, could've, would've done with 
that, the very next day, 19 of those 30 people ended up in Tunis, a 
compound that was compromised by protestors. That security was 
breached, and the only force we could get in there without fighting 
our way in was the Special Operations force to protect those grounds," 
end quote. 

And then he went on to say that, you know, four people died in 
Libya, and four people did not die in Tunis. Essentially, because they 
were stationed at the ISB, they were able to deploy and secure those 
grounds . 
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Is that a fain assessment, that staging at the ISB enabled them 
to get there to respond as well as to other places in the region? 

A That is true. I mean, that was specifically why we put them 
into an ISB so that we could respond much more quickly. Basically, 
we were helicopter range away from three of the key countries 
that -- that looked like we were -- had some of the more significant 
problems with. 

We did not --on the night of the 10th, we did not have those same 
forces in helicopter range of key countries, and so we could not get 
them in. 

Q Sir, on the night of the attacks, was it your sense that 
everyone was doing everything they could to respond to keep Americans 
safe? 

A I believe that, yes. 

Q Everyone at the Pentagon? 

A I believe that. 

Q Everyone at the White House? 

A I believe that. 

Q And folks at the State Department? 

A That is my belief. 

Q And was it your sense from the SVTC and other interactions 
that folks were doing everything they could to -- 

A There was an enormous sense of urgency to try to sort through 
all of the conflicting information that we were getting and had been 
getting. And -- and, yes, I think everyone was doing everything they 
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could to try to sort through that -- the conflicting information and 
to make the best possible decisions that they could. 

Q Does it seem that the forces that were deployed that nighty 

] Cl F 

and the two FAST platoons^ that seems to show the gravity with which 
the U.S. Government was responding. 

A Given the information that we had at the time^ those were^ 
without a doubtj the premiere, most capable forces that we had to deal 
with a highly chaotic and uncertain situation. And we needed to send 
the best possible eyes and ears forward, not knowing what we were going 
to be dealing with to people that sort of -- the people who would be 
on the ground would be the most capable of making the right decisions 
in a very critical time-compressed environment. They were the best 
trained that we had for that kind of a situation. 

Q And just to be very clear, did the Secretary of State ever 
tell you or anyone at DOD to stand down? 

A I never heard that from her. 

Q Did the President ever tell you or anyone at the Department 
to stand down or slow the response? 

A I never communicated with the President. 

Q During his appearance before the Senate Armed Services 
Committee on February 7th, 2013, General Dempsey testified that, quote, 
"I want to make just one comment related to your chronology, because 
I think it ' s important. Once we started moving forces, nothing stopped 
us, nothing slowed us down. The only adaptation we thought about 
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making was fon a period of time we thought we were going to be entering 
a hostage rescuej because we didn't know where the ambassador was . But 
once we started moving forces, they didn't slow, they didn't stop," 
end quote. 

A I agree with that. 

Q There's also been this criticism of the Department of 
Defense for not sending in fighter aircraft into Benghazi on the night 
of the attacks. Have you heard that criticism, sir? 

A Many times. 

Q Despite three and a half years and now the eighth 
congressional investigation, some continue to criticize the fact that 
the U.S. military didn't send that type of asset. 

This committee heard from Admiral Winnefeld, who was adamant that 
fighter aircraft would not have been the appropriate response. And 
Major General Roberson also testified to this before the Armed Services 
Committee on May 21st, 2013. And he said, sir, quote, "There are many 
factors that go into employing weapons on the ground. And having flown 
in Afghanistan and Iraq, it is absolutely critical that we know where 
we are dropping these bombs and who we are going to kill. There was 
no ITAC on the ground. We had no way of contacting people on the ground 
from the airplane, from the pilot's perspective. There was no way to 
be able to affect with weapons on the ground. We didn't know who was 
friendly and who was enemy. There was no way that we could have been 
able to drop weapons in that environment from a drone or from an 
airplane . " 
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Do you agree with General Roberson's perspective? 

A Yeah. General Roberson and Admiral Winnefeld are^ bothj 
two supremely qualified tactical aviators, who've actually dropped 
ordnance from airplanes in combat. And I would be the last person to 
second guess them, but I would agree entirely with -- with their 
evaluation. 

Q Major General Roberson also stated, sir, quote, "We don't 
have assets to respond like a fire call, jump down the pole and respond 
for any American that is under fire anywhere in the world," end quote. 

A You know, we went back and we took a hard look. I will be 
honest, it did not come to my mind that that was something that we ought 
to consider doing. As we went back through it and we looked, we had 
no forces that were positioned or postured or on an alert status that 
would have been able to have responded had we had ITACs on the ground, 
had we known exactly what the situation was, who the friendlies, who 
the unfriendlies were. The reality was, we did not have armed aircraft 
that were in a position to have responded, period. 

Q Sir, General Ham testified that even if we did have armed 
aircraft, it would not have been the right tool given the environment. 

A I would not second guess him in that one at all. Let me 
be more emphatic. I agree with General Ham. Okay? 

Ms. Green . We can go off the record. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 

Ms. Green. Back on the record 


BY MS. GREEN: 
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Q Sin, I'm going to ask you a series of questions, and we ask 
these of every witness, because of the many allegations that continue 
to perpetuate surrounding the Benghazi attacks. 

While anyone can speculate about the Benghazi attacks, and plenty 
of people have, only a limited number of people have actual knowledge 
or evidence of what happened before, during, and after the attacks. 
So what I'm asking, sir, is whether you have any firsthand information 
or knowledge. And bear with me, please. 

It has been alleged that Secretary of State Clinton intentionally 
blocked military action on the night of the attacks. One Congressman 
has speculated that, quote, "Secretary Clinton told Leon Panetta to 
stand down," end quote, and this resulted in the Defense Department 
not sending more assets to help in Benghazi. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton ordered 
Secretary of Defense Panetta to stand down on the night of the attacks? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton 

issued any kind of order to Secretary of Defense Panetta on the night 
of the attacks? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton personally 

signed an April 2012 cable denying security to Libya. The Washington 
Post fact checker evaluated this claim and gave it four Pinocchios, 
its highest award for false claims. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton personally signed 
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an April 2012 cable denying security resources to Libya? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton was 
personally involved in providing specific instruction on day-to-day 
security resources in Benghazi? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton misrepresented 

or fabricated intelligence on the risks posed by Qadhafi to his own 
people in order to garner support for a military operation in Libya 
in the spring of 2011. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton misrepresented 
or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi to his own 
people in order to garner support for military operations in Libya in 
the spring of 2011? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the U.S. mission in Benghazi 

included transferring weapons to Syrian rebels or to other countries. 
A bipartisan report issued by the House Armed Services Select Committee 
on Intelligence found that, quote, "The CIA was not collecting and 
shipping arms from Libya to Syria, " end quote, and they found no support 
for this allegation. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the House Intelligence 
Committee's bipartisan report finding that the CIA was not shipping 
arms from Libya to Syria? 


A 


No. 



1462 


64 


Q Do you have any evidence that the U.S. facilities in 
Benghazi were being used to facilitate weapons transfers from Libya 
to Syria or to any other foreign country? 

A No. 

Q A team of CIA security personnel was temporarily delayed 
from departing the Annex to assist the Special Mission Compound. And 
there have been a number of allegations about the cause of and the 
appropriateness of that delay. The House Intelligence Committee 
issued a bipartisan report concluding that the team was not ordered 
to stand down^ but thatj instead^ there were tactical disagreements 
on the ground over how quickly to depart. 

Do you have any evidence that would contradict the House 
Intelligence Committee's finding that there was no stand-down order 
to CIA personnel? 

A No. 

Q Putting aside whether you personally agree with the 

decision to delay temporarily or think it was the right decisionj do 
you have any evidence that there was a bad or improper reason behind 
the temporary delay of the CIA security personnel who departed the Annex 
to assist the Special Mission Compound? 

A No. 

Q A concern has been raised by one individual that in the 
course of producing documents to the Accountability Review Boards 
damaging documents may have been removed or scrubbed out of that 
production. 
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Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials that were 
provided to the ARB? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
directed anyone else at the State Department to remove or scrub damaging 
documents from the materials that were provided to the ARB? 

A No. 

Q Let me ask these questions for documents that were provided 

to Congress. 

Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials that were 
provided to Congress? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that CIA Deputy Director Michael Morell 

altered unclassified talking points about the Benghazi attacks for 
political reasonSj and that he then misrepresented his actions when 
he told Congress that the CIAj quote, "faithfully performed our duties 
in accordance with the highest standards of objectivity and 
nonpartisanship," end quote. 

Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Mike Morell gave 
false or intentionally misleading testimony to Congress about the 
Benghazi talking points? 


A 


No. 
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[3:14 p.m.] 

BY MS. GREEN: 

Q Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Morell 
altered the talking points provided to Congress for political reasons? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that Ambassador Susan Rice made an 

intentional misrepresentation when she spoke on the Sunday talk shows 
about the Benghazi attacks. 

Do you have any evidence that Ambassador Rice intentionally 
misrepresented facts about the Benghazi attacks on the Sunday talk 
shows? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the President of the United States 
was virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief on the night of the attacks 
and that he was missing in action. 

Do you have any evidence to support the allegation that the 
President was virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief or missing in action 
on the night of the attacks? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that a team of four military personnel 
at Embassy Tripoli on the night of the attacks who were considering 
flying on the second plane to Benghazi were ordered by their superiors 
to stand down, meaning to cease all operations. Military officials 
have stated that those four individuals were, instead, ordered to 
remain in place in Tripoli to provide security and medical assistance 
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in thein current location. 

A Republican staff report issued by the House Armed Services 
Committee found thatj quote, "There was no stand down order issued to 
U.S. military personnel in Benghazi who sought to join the fight in 
Benghazi," end quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the conclusion of the House 
Armed Services Committee that there was no stand down order issued to 
U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight in 
Benghazi? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the military failed to deploy 

assets on the night of the attack that would have saved lives . However, 
former Republican Congressman Howard "Buck" McKeon, the former 
chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, conducted a review of 
the attacks, after which he stated, quote, "Given where the troops were, 
how quickly the thing all happened, and how quickly it dissipated, we 
probably couldn't have done more than we did," end quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict Congressman McKeon 's 
conclusion? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the Pentagon had military 

assets available to them on the night of the attacks that could have 
saved lives, but that the Pentagon leadership intentionally decided 
not to deploy them? 


A 


No. 
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[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Tolar. Let's go back on the record^ please. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. TOLAR 

Q Sir, if you would, remind me again of your timeframe for 
your billet as the 33. What period of time was that, approximately? 

A From the summer of 2012 until approximately the late fall 
of 2013. About 15 months. So, yeah, 2013. 

Q And what was the subsequent billet? 

A Assistant to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Q Talk to me briefly about your responsibilities in that 
billet . 

A Assistant to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is 
the Chairman's liaison to the Secretary of State. 

Q In that billet, were you privy to discussions about 
deployment of forces and things of that nature? 

A To the extent that, as a member of the staff -- the Joint 
Staff -- yes. Not to the same level of detail as I had when I was the 
J3. I guess -- that is what I said. 

Q [Captain was the DDO. Briefly tell me, please, 

what the DDO does? 

A The DDO is the duty officer . So there is the senior officer 
on watch. It is always either a flag or general officer or a flag or 
general officer select. As the J3, he is my watch standard on call 
24/7. 

Q Is it your understanding that once the COCOM commander. 
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General Hattij received authority from Secretary Panetta following the 
White House meetings did you believe that General Ham required any 
additional authority to deploy assets? 

A He was not involved in the decision^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

came from the 

Secretary of DefensOj and it was then provided to him to be used. So 
at that point j he had it. The decision on how it might be employed 
once we got past the initial crisis then became a matter of discussion 
back and forth. 

So he could --it would have been unlikely that he would have^ 
on his ownj without discussing it with the Chairman and the Secretary 
of Defense, employed it in ways like putting it ashore into specific 
countries, things like that, using it in ways that it might be 
considered unusual. 

As a matter of routine, he would discuss those different concepts 
about pieces of it might be deployed -- might be employed once it was 
actually deployed. 

Q But is it accurate to say that he had all the authority he 
needed to move all those assets to the ISB? 

A To the ISB, yes. Yes. 

Q And that authority was established -- you're saying that 
authority was established when Secretary Panetta told him in a VOCO 
following the White House meeting. 

A The VOCO deployed the force and put them under the 
operational command of the theatre combatant commander. And that was 
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subsequently formalized in the formal deployment order. 

Q YeSj sir. 

BY MS. CLARKE: 

Q lust for clarificationj the VOCO -- when you're referring 

to VOCOj if you look at the first exhibit that was handed out -- the 
timeline -- at what point in time on that timeline is the VOCO? 

A Early evening of the 11th. 

Q So on the timelinej between 6 and 8 p.m.j after Secretary 

Panetta convened the meeting, and it says "provides verbal 
authorization for the following actions." That is the first page of 
the timeline. That's when you're referring to the VOCO? 

A That's correct. 

Q At that point is when Ham had the authority to move assets, 
if he desired to, to intermediate staging bases. 

A That's correct. He had the authority to move the forces 
that he owned. The forces that were owned by the European Command 
Commander was chopped to him when they arrived at the ISB. 

was 

placed under his command once it arrived there at the ISB. 

Q When did the European Command commander have the authority 
to move the forces -- 

A He was directed to do it at the same time. That 
CIF -- basically, the CIF was transferred from European Command to 
AFRICOM, and then they made a decision to move it there. 

Q And that occurred at the same time? 
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A Yes . 

BY MR. TOLAR: 

Q During your discussions that night with either Admiral 
Leidig or Admiral Landholtj did either of those gentlemen make any kind 
of request to you for additional support or anything at all? 

A We were discussing, going over in our minds what other 
possible ISR resources might be made available, trying to figure out 
what we had that might be diverted or might be shifted from another 
theatre, and couldn't come up with anything that resulted in an ask. 

We considered different types of things and then ruled them out 
because either they couldn't get there in time or they really wouldn't 
be suitable for the situation that we thought we were dealing with at 
the time. 

Q At the time, did you have an appreciation -- would the NMCC 
have an appreciation or understanding of what the SOC assets were, 
generally, in that AOR? 

A In general terms, the GIF, yes. 

Q ISR assets. I apologize. 

A No. We knew that was being employed in the CT mission that 

was going on at the time in North Africa, yes. It was a very small 
slice. They didn't have a whole lot of resources available. It was 
the Predator and periodically a P-3 and I think a couple of other 
platforms, but they did not have a continuous, long-term dwell kind 
of a capability to stare like we had in some of the other theatres. 

Q Did the NMCC have an understanding -- realtime 
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understanding of what those assets that the SOC possessed that were 
in the area? 

A Not ahead of timOj nOj because we would not have been 
engaged --at the NMCC, we would not be involved in the tactical 
employment of those sensors themselves. 

Q Explain to me why that is the case. 

A That is the role of the theatre commander, the tactical 
employment of resources and forces. 

Q Talk to me briefly about the criteria that is considered 
in the establishment of an N-hour, to the extent that you're able to. 
Not necessarily on this night per se, but just in general. 

established, and that is the timeframe that is used as kind of the 
central synchronizing point where a series of actions then will occur 
based on that N-hour. 

Q Did you work -- how often did you work with Dr. Miller, 
the OSD policy gentleman? 

A A fairly routine basis. 

Q Talk to me briefly about his billet and what he did, to the 
extent that you know. 

A He was the principal policy officer within the -- policy 
assistant to the Secretary and the Under Secretary of Defense, in terms 
of somewhat analogous --he was the person who attended the Deputies 
Committee meetings as a general rule, and he was the senior person 
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engaging with the National Security Advisor, Deputy National Security 
Advisor, senior members of the National Security Council staff. 

And so, in activities as the director of operations, typically, 
I would -- when I would provide information or updates of an operational 
nature, in addition to keeping the senior military assistant to the 
Secretary of Defense, senior military assistant to the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense, and I would keep Dr. Miller also -- he would be 
on that line, along with the Chairman and Vice Chairman and people on 
the loint Staff chain. 

Q On the night of the attack, did he engage at all in the civies 
versus utilities discussion? 

A I don't recall him being part of that discussion, no. 

Q Were you aware -- 

A I don't think that discussion really involved anybody in 
the Secretary or OSD. My recollection, it literally was making sure 
that the Department of State, and specifically the embassy, was happy 
with how they were going to be arriving to facilitate their moving 
safely and securely through the city to the embassy. 

Q Yes, sir. 

Sir, on the night of the attack, were you aware at the time that 
there was a C-17 and crew on BRAVO alert status at Ramstein? 

A No. I was not. 

Q For what it's worth, this is the crew that actually 

conducted the Medevac from Tripoli. 

A From Tripoli back to Landstuhl. 
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Q Yes, sin. 

A Okay. 

Q At the time, you weren't aware? 

A No. 

Q Thank you. There were some discussions -- apparently, 

there were some discussions about how fixed wing aircraft might have 
been employed. Were you familiar with those discussions, in terms of 
a three-phased deployment? 

Let me be more specific. So, apparently there were discussions 
about a three-phased deployment of fixed wing aircraft. The first 
phase included a high-speed pass at 8,000 to 10,000 feet. The second 
phase included dropping flares over the compound. And the third phase 
included possibly shooting rounds into the field next to the Annex. 

Were you aware of those discussions? 

A No. 

Q Were you aware of the discussions between General Ham and 
the ambassador about the lack of a SOFA agreement and the extension 
of the SST team in Tripoli? 

A Yes. To the extent that --we knew that it was a matter 
of discussion in order to regularize the U.S. military presence and 
get it translated over into a Marine Security Guard, which was the 
standard procedure for embassies -- at our embassies around the world. 

Q I apologize. Could you elaborate on that for me? 

A Obviously, at some point -- when you establish an embassy, 

at some point you want to be able to get a Marine Security Guard 
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as -- that is the standard footprint that we have to provide security 
for the classified material at the embassy. 

We did not yet have a Marine Security Guard. We had a 
series -- from going all the way back to the original movement and 
establishment of the embassy^ we had Special Operations Forces. That 
is not a traditional mission for Special Operations Forces. 

And so it was -- I guess at some point we knew that eventually 
we would get the embassy in Tripoli translated over into a standard 
footprint. We just didn't know when. I knew that there had been a 
series of -- prior to my taking over as the 13, we had gone through 
a series of extensions of a Special Operations Force capability. And 
with each extension with a question that went to the State Department 
and ultimately to the embassy, of: Okay, what is required in order 
to translate this from this nonstandard Special Operations Force over 
to a Marine Security Guard? 

Q Who at the loint level would be the point on all those 
discussions? 

A It was a discussion because the force, I think, was sourced 
out of -- initially out of AFRICOM, and then out of the loint Force 
management process. It would take a formal extension by an op ord in 
order to continue to use a Special Operations Force deployed into Libya 
for this purpose. 

Q Sir, I apologize. What I am trying to get at, is in order 
to make the transition from an SST to an MSG, who at the 1 level would 
be the one saying. Hey, we need to get an MSG in there, or words to 
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that effect? 

A With my pnedecesson as the 33 and me as the D3j it was: 
Okayj this is a nonstandard situation. And the question was: When 
do we shift it over to a standard one? What are the requirements j what 
are the tripwires -- not tripwires j but maybe it's the conditions 
required in order to do that? 

And it was just continued -- I think my recollection was three 
or four times that it continued on as a Special Operations Force as 
opposed to a -- which is not exactly what they are trained for^ not 
the mission set that they are -- that is not why we have Special 
Operations Forces. 

Q What were the challenges that prevented the transition to 
the MSG? 

A I don't recall. It was just a series of -- that the 
ambassador felt that he wanted to continue to use to have access to 
the Special Operations Force as opposed to a Marine Security Guard. 
And I don't recall the specifics. 

Q Do you recall the evacuation of the Tripoli -- embassy in 
Tripoli in Tune or Duly of 2014? 

A I do. 

Q How involved were you in -- obviously, not in the planning 
per se -- but do you recall when the planning for that evacuation 
commenced? 

A The minute we put the initial large slug of people in 
there -- the large security force -- it was -- as I recall, it was a 
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company-plus size of Marines that went in there in order to expand the 
perimeter and to provide adequate security to the embassy in the 
Tripoli. And, literally, the first time they went in there, they began 
talking about, okay if you had to pull out, how would you do it? And 
the subsequent successive draw-down of the embassy personnel until it 
reached the point where it was a relatively small percentage of the 
total force that was there were embassy people doing diplomatic work 
as opposed to security personnel safeguarding the perimeter. 

Q Do you recall what your level of understanding was of what 
options were presented in terms of evacuating that embassy, whether 
it is by land, by sea, by air, et cetera? 

A I remember we looked at the options. 


Q Do you recall the actual evacuation and the type of assets 
that were involved? 

A I was trying to remember if I had shifted over to the ACICS 
at that point or not. Because I don't recall the specific details. 
I just remember when it happened and closed down. 



1476 


78 

Q At the timej there was a lot of turmoil in the Middle East. 
Were there any discussions at the loint level about the posture of DOD 
at that time? Especially as we rolled up on 9/llj were there any 
discussions about perhaps ramping up our posture, given what was going 
on in that area? 

A Every year as we come up on 9/11 we take a hard look at the 
security situation, look at the security threats on a global basis, 
and put out a standard warning. Having done this every year since 
2001 -- I was in the Pentagon on September 11, 2001, so I have got some 
personal experience with it -- we look all around the world. 

We have come to recognize that if terrorists want to conduct an 
attack, they will conduct an attack at the time that suits them, not 
necessarily to coincide with a specific date. So, over the years, I 
think it became -- you paid close attention to it, but you did not focus 
exclusively on that. You had to pay attention every day of the year, 
but you couldn't afford to hone in on any one single day. 

We had significant unrest that had been occurring for a number 
of weeks, but it was something that we were paying very close attention 
to, and it was primarily in GENICOM, but beginning to occur in North 
Africa as well. We were watching that closely. 

I think my recollection at the time, I was more concerned about 
what was going on in Cairo than I was thinking about what might possibly 
happen in Libya. That was not on my scope. 

Q And was there any discussion about ramping up the posture 


to respond in Cairo? 
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A Cairo had a -- we took a hard look at what they had for a 
security situation and the folks that they had. And CENTCOM had a 
pretty robust QRF capability that was under their direct operational 
control -- an ability to respond -- pluSj we had I think some degree 
of belief that the authorities in Egypt would provide adequate 
protection to the diplomatic facilities there. 

Q Did you have an understanding of what capabilities that 
existed in Libya in order to respond or were capable to respond? 

A No. I will be honestj I did not before the night of the 

11th. 

Q Were you aware of the Special Mission Compound in Benghazi 
prior to the attack? 

A No. 

Q Were you aware of the Annex in Benghazi prior to the attack? 

A No. 

Q SiCj that is all I have. 

Ms. Clarke . I just have a couple of questions. 

BY MS. CLARKE: 

Q I think earlier you mentioned that you were talking with 
someone at the State Departmentj and you indicated that it may have 
been a woman, regarding questions about the uniforms and whether that 
would trump moving the assets as fast as possible. 

Do you recall if that individual was Beth lones? 

A It might have been. I won't swear to it. Can I say that 


here? 
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That sounds familiar. It might have been her. 

Q I know we just discussed a couple of times this afternoon 
the deployment of the FEST. Who actually makes that decision? Is that 
a State Department call or is that a loint call? 

A Ultimatelyj the Secretary of Defense has a piece of the 
callj but it is at the request of the State Department. And I have 
got to go pull out -- I haven't reviewed a copy of the 0300 op order 
in awhile --in which it is contained in there -- but it may in fact 
be that even the National Security Advisor gets a piece of it. But 
don't quote me on that. I am not sure about that piece. 

Obviously, it is at the request of the embassy, through the State 
Department, over to DOD, and then the Secretary of Defense has the 
authority to --or has to agree to deploy the aircraft that carry the 
FEST. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. KENNY 

Q Sir, just a moment ago with my colleagues you had indicated 
that at some point in the discussion about whether to transition to 
a Marine Security Guard detachment approach at Embassy Tripoli, you 
mentioned that the Ambassador felt that he wanted access to the SOF 
team that was present in country. I just wanted to ask if you recall 
the timeframe when that discussion took place. 

A I think this was an ongoing discussion that had taken place 
over -- every time it came time to renew the deployment order for that 
Special Operations Force to execute that mission, it was revisited. 
The question would go out and they would come back and say: No, it 
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is still not time yet to transition oven to a Marine Security Guard. 

Q At the time that you became the director of operations, the 
SST, the team -- 

A This question had been visited on a couple of occasions at 
least, and my recollection was it was probably about time to revisit 
it yet again. It was on a recurring -- I don't recall any longer 
whether it was a 90-day or -- but we had to go back and reauthorize 
the deployment periodically. 

Q So when you say that the ambassador felt at the time that 
he wanted continued access to the SOF, was that information that was 
conveyed to you directly by the AMBASSADOR? 

A No. Again, this is just in the staffing of the package of: 
Do we renew or do we not renew the deployment order of the SOF package, 
the SOF personnel. I did not communicate -- I have never communicated 
directly with the ambassador. lust what came to us was now State says: 
You need to keep it. 

Q Okay. Your recollection of those discussions is those 

occurred at some point prior to you assuming -- 

A It had been ongoing I mean literally since the establishment 
of the embassy or the reestablishment of the embassy after operations 
the year before. 

Q Okay. 

Ms. Green . I think that is all we have. 

Mr. Tolar. lust one followup on that. I apologize, sir, but do 
you recall why the ambassador felt like it wasn't time to make the 
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transition? I mean, what about the SST did they prefer over an MSG? 

Admiral Tidd . I would be speculating. I don 't want to put words 
in a dead man's mouth. 

Mr. Kiko. I just have one question. Was it one ambassador or 
was it more than one ambassador? 

Admiral Tidd . I don't know. I don't know when the ambassadors 
turned over. 

Mr. Tolar. Sir, who was your predecessor? 

Admiral Tidd . As the director of operations? 

Mr. Tolar. Yes, sir. 

Admiral Tidd . General Miller. 

Mr. Tolar. Sir, on behalf of Chairman Gowdy and the committee, 
we appreciate your time today. We appreciate your service . Thank you 
very much. 

[Where upon, at 3:42 p.m., the interview was adjourned.] 
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EXHIBIT 1 

THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1300 

LEGISLATIVE 

AFFAIRS 

The Honorable Howard P. “Buck” McKeon MAY - 1 2013 

Chairman 

Committee on Armed Services 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I write in response to your April 1 7, 20 1 3 letter to Secretary Hagel requesting a classified 
version of the Department of Defense (DoD) timeline of the attack on U.S. facilities in Benghazi, 
Libya. 

The Department has made every effort to provide the Committee a comprehensive 
understanding of the Department’s actions before, during, and after the attack in Benghazi. 
Specifically, the Department issued an unclassified timeline which captures significant DoD actions 
in response to the evolving situation in Benghazi. This timeline, which is attached, was supplied to 
Congress on November 9, 2012. The substance of this timeline was publicly released on November 
10, 2012. In addition, the Department contributed to the National Counterterrorism Center’s 
classified timeline dated November 13, 2012, previously provided to the congressional intelligence 
committees, congressional appropriations’ defense subcommittees, and House and Senate- 
leadership offices by the Office of the Director National Intelligence on November 14, 2012. The 
Department did not produce a formal classified timeline, but rather only draft working products to 
assist witnesses and briefers in preparation for numerous Congressional engagements. By practice, 
such draft working products are not distributed beyond DoD. 

The Department has participated in numerous staff and Member engagements including 
classified briefings to Committees of jurisdiction. The Department has also responded to dozens of 
written requests for information in an effort to provide Congress a detailed chronology of the 
Department’s actions surrounding the attack. 

The Department remains committed to accommodating Congress in its oversight 
responsibilities including your investigation of the attack in Benghazi. Please feel free to contact 
me for any additional information you may need. 



Attachment: 

As Stated 

cc: 

The Honorable Adam Smith 
Ranking Member 


Sincerely, 
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Timeline of Department of Defense Actions on September 11-12, 2012 
All times are Eastern Daylight Time (EDT, Washington, DC) 
and Eastern European Time (EET, Benghazi) 


Tuesday. September 11. 2012 
EDT //EET 


~3:42 pm // 9:42 pm The incident starts at the facility in Benghazi. 

3:59 pm // 9:59 pm An unarmed, unmanned, surveillance aircraft is directed to reposition overhead 
the Benghazi faciiity. 

4:32 pm // 10;32pm The National Military Command Center at the Pentagon, after receiving initial 
reports of the incident from the State Department, notifies the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense and the Joint Staff. The information is quickly passed to 
Secretary Panetta and General Dempsey. 

5:00 pm // 11:00pm Secretary Panetta and General Dempsey attend a previously scheduled meeting 
with the President at the White House. The leaders discuss potential responses 
to the emerging situation. 

5:10 pm // 11:10 pm The diverted surveillance aircraft arrives on station over the Benghazi facility. 
~5:30 pm // 11:30 pm All surviving American personnel have departed the facility. 

6:00-8:00 pm // 

12:00-2:00 am Secretary Panetta convenes a series of meetings in the Pentagon with senior 

officials including General Dempsey and General Ham. They discuss additional 
response options for Benghazi and for the potential outbreak of further violence 
throughout the region, particularly in Tunis, Tripoli, Cairo, and Sana'a. 

During these meetings. Secretary Panetta directs (provides verbal authorization) 
the following actions: 

1) A Fleet Antiterrorism Security Team (FAST) platoon, stationed in Rota, Spain, 
to prepare to deploy to Benghazi, and a second FAST platoon, also stationed 
in Rota, Spain, to prepare to deploy to the Embassy in Tripoli. 

2) A EUCOM special operations force, which is training in Central Europe, to 
prepare to deploy to an intermediate staging base in southern Europe. 

3) A special operations force based in the United States to prepare to deploy 
to an intermediate staging base in southern Europe. 

During this period, actions are verbally conveyed from the Pentagon to the 
affected Combatant Commands in order to expedite movement of forces upon 
receipt of formal authorization. 

~S:30 pm // 12:30 am A six-man security team from U.S. Embassy Tripoli, including two DoD 
personnel, departs for Benghazi. 
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~7:30 pm // 1:30 am The American security team from Tripoli lands in Benghazi. 

~8:30pm // 2:30 am The National Military Command Center conducts a Benghazi Conference Call 

with representatives from AFRICOM, EUCOM, CENTCOM, TRANSCOM, SOCOM, 
and the four services. 


8:39pm // 2:39 am As ordered by Secretary Panetta, the National Military Command Center 
transmits formal authorization for the two FAST platoons, and associated 
equipment, to prepare to deploy and for the EUCOM special operations force, 
and associated equipment, to move to an intermediate staging base in southern 
Europe. 


8:53pm // 2:53 am As ordered by Secretary Panetta, the National Military Command Center 
transmits formal authorization to deploy a special operations force, and 
associated equipment, from the United States to an intermediate staging base 
in southern Europe. 

~11:00 pm // 5:00 am A second, unmanned, unarmed surveillance aircraft is directed to relieve the 
initial asset still over Benghazi. 

~11:15 pm // 5:15 am The second facility in Benghazi comes under mortar and rocket propelled 
grenade fire. 


Wednesday. September 12. 2012 


12:05 am // 6:05am AFRICOM orders a C-17 aircraft in Germany to prepare to deploy to Libya to 
evacuate Americans. 


~1:40 am // 7:40 am The first wave of American personnel depart Benghazi for Tripoli via airplane. 

~4:00 am // 10:00 am The second wave of Americans, including the fallen, depart Benghazi for Tripoli 
via airplane. 


8:15 am // 2:15 pm The C-17 departs Germany en route Tripoli to evacuate Americans. 

1:17 pm // 7:17 pm The C-17 departs Tripoli en route Ramstein, Germany with the American 

personnel and the remains of Ambassador Stevens, Sean Smith, Tyrone Woods, 
and Glen Doherty. 


1:57 pm // 7:57 pm 

2:56 pm // 8:56 pm 
3:28 pm // 9:28 pm 

4:19 pm // 10:19 pm 


The EUCOM special operations force, and associated equipment, arrives at an 
intermediate staging base in southern Europe. 

The FAST platoon, and associated equipment, arrives in Tripoli. 

The special operations force deployed from the United States, and associated 
equipment, arrives at an intermediate staging base in southern Europe. 

The C-17 arrives in Ramstein, Germany. 
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This exhibit was not cleared for public release. 
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This exhibit was not cleared for public release. 
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PHYSICAL SECURITY SPECIALIST 
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SECOND SESSION 

HELD IN WASHINGTON, DC, APRIL 6, 2016 
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Ms. Betz. So I guess we'll begin. Okay. This is a tnanscnibed 
interview of conducted by the House Select Committee 

on Benghazi. This interview is being conducted voluntarily as part 
of the committee's investigation into the attacks on U.S. diplomatic 
facilities in Benghazi, Libya, and related matters pursuant to House 
Resolution 567 of the 113th Congress and House Resolution 5 of the 114th 
Congress . 

Would the witness please state his name for the record. 

Mr. . 

Ms. Betz. The committee appreciates your appearance this 
morning at this interview. My name is Kim Betz with the committee's 
majority staff, and I'll take this opportunity to have everybody go 
around the room and introduce themselves as well. 

Ms. lackson. Okay. And I'm Sharon lackson. I'm also with the 
majority staff. 

Mr. Kenny. Peter Kenny from the minority staff. 

Ms. O'Brien. Erin O'Brien also with the minority. 

Mr. Evers . Austin Evers, State Department. 

Ms. Welcher . Alison Welcher, State Department. 

Mr. Kiko. Phil Kiko, with the committee. 

Ms. Betz . Before we begin, I'd like to go over how the interview 
will proceed this morning. Generally, the way the questioning has 
proceeded is that a member from the majority will ask questions first 
for up to an hour. And then the minority will have an opportunity to 
ask questions for an equal period of time, if they choose. Questions 
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may only be asked by a member of the committee or designated staff 
member. We will rotate back and forth j 1 hour per side^ until we are 
out of questions and the interview will be over. 

Does that make sense? 

Mr. Absolutely. 

Ms. Betz. Unlike a testimony or a deposition in Federal Courts 
the committee format is not bound by the rules of evidence . The witness 
or their counsel may raise objections for privilege, subject to review 
by the chairman of the committee. If these objections cannot be 
resolved in the interview, the witness can be required to return for 
a deposition or a hearing. Members and staff of the committee, 
however, are not permitted to raise objections when the other side is 
asking questions. This has not been an issue we encountered in the 
past, but I want to make sure you are clear on the process. 

Mr. Uh-huh. 

Ms. Betz. This session is to begin as unclassified. If any 
question calls for a classified answer, please let us know and we will 
reserve its answer until we move into a classified setting. And we 
do have a classified setting reserved, if necessary. 

You are welcome to confer with counsel at any time throughout the 
interview, but if something needs to be clarified, we ask you make this 
known. If you need to discuss anything with your counsel, we will go 
off the record and stop the clock to provide you with this opportunity. 
We want to make it as easy as possible, as I said. 

We'd like to take a break whenever it's convenient for you. This 
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can be after every hour of questioningj after a couple of rounds, 
whatever you prefer. During a round of questioning, if you need 
anything, a glass of water, use of the facilities, to confer with your 
counsel, please just let us know and we will go off the record and stop 
the clock. As I said, we want to make this as easy as possible. 

As you can see, an official reporter is taking down everything 
you say to make a written record. So we ask that you give verbal 
responses to all questions, yes or no, as opposed to nods of the head. 
I'm going to ask the reporter to please feel free to jump in in case 
you do respond nonverbally. Do you understand? 

Mr. Uh-huh. 

Ms. Betz . We should also both not try to talk over each other 
so we can get a clear record . I ' m guilty of this . We want you to answer 
our questions in the most complete and truthful manner possible. So 
we will take our time and repeat or clarify our questions, if necessary. 
If you have any questions or if you do not understand any of our 
questions, please let us know. We'll be happy to rephrase or clarify 
the question. 

If you honestly don't know the answer to a question or do not 
remember, it's best not to guess. Please give us your best 
recollection. And if there are things you do not know or can't 
remember, just say so, and please inform us as to who, to the best of 
your knowledge, may be able to provide a more complete answer to the 
question . 

You are required to answer questions from Congress truthfully. 
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Do you understand? 

Mr. Yes. 

Ms. Betz. This also applies to questions posed by congressional 
staff in an interview. Do you understand this? 

Mr. Yes. 

Ms. Betz. Witnesses that knowingly provide false testimony 
could be subject to criminal prosecution for perjury for making false 
statements. Do you understand this? 

Mr. Yes. 

Ms. Betz . Is there any reason you are unable to provide truthful 
answers to today's questions? 

Mr. 

Ms. Betz. That's the end of my preamblOj so I'll just ask my 
colleagues if they have anything for the record. 

Mr. Kenny. We're good to go. 

Ms. Betz. Okay. So the time now reads 9:22. 

EXAMINATION 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q Mr. could you just talk a little bit about your 

background at the Bureau of Diplomatic Security? 

A Sure. 

Q lust briefly. 

A I started with the Office of Security^ State Department^ 

New York Field Office, April 1976, as a special agent. I worked 
5 years there. Then I transferred down to Washington, 2 years on the 
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Secnetany's detail^ then I went off to Cairo as an assistant regional 
security officer for 3 years there. And then after that I went off 
as regional security officer at Dhaka, Bangladesh, for 2 years. Came 
back to Washington, D.C., in the Physical Security Division for 
2 years. I was on detail to the Office of Inspector General with State 
Department for 2 years. I went over to Overseas Programs for 1 year. 
International Programs, I worked the Africa desk. Then I was asked 
to take over as RSO Beirut in 1992. I did that for a year. 

Came back to headquarters where I was 5 years in Emergency 
Planning Special Projects in Overseas Programs. And during that time, 
I went off to be TDY RSO in Khartoum and TDY RSO in Sana'a, Yemen. Then 
I went off after, what, 5 years in IP there, then I went off to be deputy 
regional security officer at the Embassy in Algiers. Did about 
14 months there. Came back to headquarters where I was the branch 
chief in our Physical Security Project Coordination Branch for 2 years, 
until I retired December 31st of 2001. And then had to clear payroll 
for 2 weeks, then came back as a personal services contractor in lanuary 
of 2002. And that's where I currently work as a physical security 
specialist. So I've got some background there. 

Q There's some history and experience there. 

A Exactly. 

Q What were your roles and responsibilities as the physical 
security specialist at the time in 2011? 

A Libya -- in our section we have certain countries assigned 
to us. Libya was assigned to me. Therefore, as a result, I supported 
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Tripoli for physical security projects and Benghazi. 

Q Okay. So just was Libya your only country? 

A NOj no. I had MoroccOj Algiers, Tunisia, Libya, Egypt, 
Israel, Syria, Iordan. 

Ms. Jackson. So all of the Maghreb and a few other countries? 

Mr. Yeah. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q NEA? 

A Yeah. 

Q So as a physical security specialist, what were your 
responsibilities in supporting Libya? 

A In supporting Libya, my duties and responsibilities were 

to support the RSO in whatever physical security projects that he wanted 
to implement, walking him through the procedures and process in order 
to get those projects approved, funded, and implemented; working a lot 
with our Overseas Buildings Office, OBO. There's a lot of things we 
cannot get done without participation of OBO because they bring the 
technical disciplines and the funding for physical security projects. 

Q What was your support specifically for Benghazi? 

A Benghazi, I was sent out there by our office director to 
assist them in setting up the physical security measures at the man 
camp that had been identified as the site for the Special Mission to 
operate out of. 

Q And when you say man camp, can you describe a little bit 


more of the man camp? 
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A Oh, the man camp -- a little background, if I may. The man 
camp was a facility that a local had basically put together with 
prefabricated housing to support the offshore oil industry expats that 
were working on the oil rigs. So he set up a man camp to provide that 
service to those folks when they weren't out working on the rigs. 

When the civil war started, that was --a lot of those expats left 
country, and this guy had a man camp that he had just developed with 
no one to occupy it. My predecessor, when he was at Benghazi, was 
tasked with, you know, finding a suitable facility for that special 
mission to relocate out of the hotel and to set up a facility at a site 
for the duration, you know, of the conflict. So he found this man camp, 
and I was sent out there by our office director. He left and then I 
came in, so that was the handoff there. 

And, you know, that was my responsibility, was to do physical 
security at the perimeter and access controls for that -- I forget the 
size of the facility, but it was a good size. It had accommodations. 
It had a multipurpose room, cafeteria, recreation facilities. 

Q Who was your predecessor? 

Q Okay. And at the time, did you -- were you aware, did he 
conduct any physical security assessments on the man camp that you had 
access to before you traveled to Benghazi? 

A No, no. 

Q So there's nothing written, there was no written physical 
assessment? 
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A No, no. We hadn't taken oven the property yet. 

Q Okay. 

A It was just identified. Okay. This is -- this is going 
to -- this would meet our requirements. This satisfies our need. 

Q When you were sent to oversee physical security upgrades 
to the man camp, how did you determine what upgrades were necessary? 

A When I got to Benghazi, it was not yet our property, but 
we were allowed to walk over the -- walk around. We drove over from 
Villa A. We drove over there and we walked around. And basically, 
you look at it from the perimeter. So what did we need at the perimeter 
for anti-ram, the height of the wall, and how many gates did we have, 
where were they located and what hardening measures would be required 
at each one of those gates. 

Q And how were those upgrades going to be performed? Was 
there a contract, a security contract in place or being negotiated in 
which those security upgrades would be performed? 

A The post had $75,000 that had been provided by DS to 
implement those upgrades and they had a local contractor, 

who the post had been working with prior to my arrival. I 
guess as far as going around and looking, he was a contractor. 

The post was very comfortable and confident that he would be able to 
provide the required services that were needed. 

In that environment you have to realize it was cash only. We had 
no contracting officer. We couldn't put it out for bid, so it was going 
to have to be a sole-source contract if we went down that route. 
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Q And did you go down that route? 

A No, we did not. 

Q So you did not even execute a contract -- 

A No. 

Q -- for the security upgrades for the man compound? 

A No. 

Q And so what happened to the $75,000 that had been allocated? 

A That remained, I believe, with Tripoli, you know, as the 
mother office. And it was probably withdrawn later on -- I don't 
know -- 

Q So would that -- 

A -- specifically, with that amount. 

Q Would that have gone back into Tripoli in exile? Are 
you -- let me take a step back. Are you familiar with the term "Tripoli 
in exile" or "Tripoli on the Potomac"? 

A Obviously, that would be back here then? 

Q Correct. 

A Yeah. 

Q Correct. But at the time, Tripoli was not -- we had 

evacuated from Tripoli? 

A The first time. 

Q The first time. Correct. And so there was no Embassy 
Tripoli to which the $75,000 could be returned to. So I'm trying to 
understand, did it -- 

A Okay. All right. We had the civil war. Tripoli was 
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evacuated. So the $75,000 was available. So -- 

Ms. lackson. Tripoli still had its bank accounts. Right? 

Mr. I assume. 

Ms. lackson. It's assumed. 

Mr. I assume so. I, you know -- that's the part that 

I don't get involved in. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q When you arrived in Benghazi, you mentioned Villa A? 

A Uh-huh. 

Q That was known as the interim facility. Correct? 

A Villa A was the first villa that we occupied. 

Q And are you aware of any physical security assessments that 
were conducted either before your arrival to Benghazi on the interim 
facility or Villa A? 

A They relocated to Villa A out of another facility that they 
were in because they had to relocate out of the hotel when they had 
the bombing, the car bombing in front. So this villa was found on short 
notice and it basically satisfied our requirements. And then when I 
got there, I walked around and I looked and I basically, you know, did 
an assessment. I said this is pretty good. This is a very good 
facility. 

Q What, in your opinion, what upgrades needed to be performed 
to Villa A at the time? 

A At Villa A, they had good perimeter walls around it. They 
had solid grillwork on all of the windows with the roll-down shutters. 
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that's normally in that part of the world to keep the sand out during 
the khamsins. The doors j I believe, were solid wood imported from 
Europe, because they had the locking mechanisms where you turn the lock 
and they had different pins that would go out at the upper, middle, 
and lower level. So the residence itself was in fairly solid 
condition . 

The gates were heavy steel gauge gates. I know because I did a 
lot of opening and closing of those gates when I supported, you know, 
motorcade movements coming and going, because you wore two or three 
hats when you were on the ground there. 

So from that perspective. Villa A was -- needed minimal, minimal 
upgrades. It would be more the concrete lersey barriers curbside to 
provide some additional anti-ram measures. 

Q And that's the only -- 

A That would be for Villa A. That would be the only -- 

Q And at the time, you mentioned Villa B, so was Villa B 
acquired during your time -- 

A Villa B was -- 

Q -- in Benghazi? 

A When I was there. Villa B was acquired, yes. 

Q And did you perform an assessment on Villa B? 

A Yes, we did. 

Q And what physical security upgrades did you determine were 
necessary for Villa B? 

A Villa B required -- we raised the height of the perimeter 
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wall. We took some old machinery that was laying on the compound to 
block one of the gates. We put some drop-arm barriers in, some 
grillwork on the windows, replaced the doors, put^^^ on the windows. 

But when we met with the owner of Villa B, he was very adamant, 
when I was there -- this was his first exposure to us, the U.S. -- that 
certain things could not be done. Like I had mentioned putting razor 
wire, barbed wire on, you know, to raise the height of the wall, make 
it less appealing to climb over, if you will, and he said, no, you 
couldn't do that. That was taboo. Because in Libya, at that time, 
barbed wire, razor wire on the top of a perimeter wall indicated a 
Government of Libya facility, Qadhafi. So they said no. No razor wire 
on top of the wall. Other measures he agreed to implement. He said, 
yes, I can do that, yes, I can do this. And we said fine. Okay. We 
have to just get that into the lease language that he would make those 
upgrades . 

Some of the window grillwork on the existing villa was more 
decorative than FE/BR rated. Okay. So I said, you know, can we pull 
this out? And, you know, okay, no, we can't. I said, okay, can we 
put some more bolts in to give it better anchoring into the structure. 
And he said, yes, you could do that. on the windows. I had to 

explain to him what was and what it -- and why we did it. So 

he said, yes, we could do that. 

Then on the office annex next to the villa, the rectangular office 
annex, the windows needed grillwork. He said he would do that. The 
doors, replace them with either doors or solid wooden-core doors. 
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You knowj we'd provide the locking hardware. He saidj yes, we could 
do that. 

Q So he performed or made all of the necessary upgrades that 
you had requested at the time? 

A Yes . 

Q And how were those upgrades funded, again, just to clarify? 

A These upgrades would have been funded in the lease for the 
property. And whatever improvements he made, whatever expenses he 
made would have been prorated back into the lease costs, and amortized 
over the length of the term of the lease so he could recover his costs, 
because that was our requirement. Okay. That's normally how we do 
it as far as when we have a short-term lease. 

Q Okay. Were you in Benghazi when Villa C was acquired? 

A I was not. 

Q Are you aware of any physical security assessment that was 
conducted on Villa C? 

A With Villa C, I had to rely upon the regional security 
officers at post providing me with what they required for any physical 
security upgrades to Villa C, you know, grillwork, or safe haven, or 
anti-ram measures, curbside, you know, to extend our anti-ram posture 
along that property. But I would rely upon them because they were our 
eyes and ears on the ground. 

Q Do you recall what some of those upgrades needed to be? 

A They wanted to put a safe haven in and I said, okay, tell 
me what -- where you want to put it, how you want to secure it, and 
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what do you -- and, you know, basically getting them to talk through 
the project that they're proposing. Okay. I get into the off ice early 
so I can be on the telephone at 6:15 and talking to them, if they call 
me, or they email back and forth. 

So I would basically have said, if you put a safe haven, if you 
designate a room as a safe haven, you have got to have an emergency 
exit. So you can't put fixed grillwork without some type of hinge in 
order to be able to get out of the building in case of fire. So I said, 
you know, you have to have some type of mechanism, some type of way 
to release it so you can get out in the case of fire. And that's what 
they did. 

Q Okay. Taking a step back, what, as you were performing all 
of these physical security upgrades to the compounds or to the villa, 
what is guiding, what standards are guiding your -- these upgrades? 

A The standard, the OSPB, physical security standards, 12 
FAH-6. 

Q And are those standards required for all facilities? 

A Those standards are required for all facilities that we 

occupy on a long-term, permanent basis, yes. 

Q And what do you mean by long term? 

A Long term is, it could be any -- long term is a length of 
time until OBO provides an adequate facility, or builds a new embassy, 
new consulate. 

Q And when does that typically occur? 

A I'm sorry? 
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Q When does that typically occur? 

A Well, if it's on the top 80 list, okay, then as soon as OBO 
can find property. And in the case of Libya, if I may, they -- when 
they went in there to open the Embassy up, you know, the intent -- they 
couldn't find class A commercial office space because the U.N. 
sanctions in place over the years, there was -- they didn't find any 
class A tenant and commercial office space or even a stand-alone 
facility. So OBO basically puts that on the top 80 list. When we can 
find a property, we want to go in there and build a new office building. 

That was when we opened. What I'm talking about in Tripoli, in 
particular, was when they went in there to reopen the post in 2004. 
Okay. And that hasn't changed. I mean, the OBO is still -- when we 
go back, they will still actively look for land in order to build a 
new office building. 

Q So moving back to Benghazi -- 

A Uh-huh. 

Q -- and in the summer of 2011, when we acquired Villas A, 

B, and C, is what you are describing to us the fact that no security 
standards apply at the time because at the time it was not a long-term 
facility? 

A Well, no. What I'm saying is we try to implement physical 
security measures to the maximum extent possible for each one of those 
villas. Okay. And we would -- I would reference the 12 FAH-5, 12 
FAH-6. 12 FAH-5 is the physical, the physical security standards on 
classified; 12 FAH-6 is the OSPB physical security standards that is 



1504 


18 


the classified version. 

That's our guideline and we use that. And we try to get as close 
as we can to those standards for each particular item that is required 
for the perimeter, for access control, and for the building itself. 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q Does the amount of time that you expect to be in a building 
impact the analysis of what is going to be maximum extent possible? 
Does the length of time or the cost of the upgrades impact at all the 
assessment that's done? 

A Yes and no. Okay. The assessment is done based upon the 
structure you're working with. If you have a house that was built as 
a residential house, it can never be made to meet OSPB standards, short 
of demolition, basically, in most instances. Okay. So you look 
at -- all right, you can't put a lot of heavy upgrade material into 
a residence if the residence itself cannot accommodate all that extra 
weight . 

Q Like the structure can't hold the weight? 

A Yeah, exactly. Okay. So what can we do to get as close 
as we can to making that upgrade? And that's what you strive for. If 
they can't put in a DS-approved forced entry ballistic-rated door, 
because let's say they're 1,000 pounds, can we do a locally fabricated 

door in that comes real close to replacing the wooden 

door that's there? We'll look at that as an option. 

Now, physical security projects cannot be implemented overnight. 
It takes time to get the funding, to get the design, to get the 
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contnacton lined up^ and to get the contnacton mobilized and doing the 
work. So that's a time factor that's taken into consideration in all 
projects . 

BY MR. KIKO: 

Q I have one question. When you have a situation like that, 
is there any compensation that's given if the structure is really -- you 
can't, you know -- it's really difficult, you know, those are things 
you talked about -- 

A Uh-huh. 

Q -- where you would then have more Diplomatic Security agents 
there? Is there anything that compensates in your regulations as to 
how you implement it? If this is this situation, then we're going to 
compensate for the lack of physical security with something else, or 
is that not a factor? 

A Well, that would be a decision made at the headquarters 
level in order to, you know, how do we reduce this vulnerability? 

Q Is that a factor, though, or not? Is that done, do you know? 

A That, I'm not aware of. 

Q You're not? 

A Okay. I'm just -- this is what, I think, you know, in my 
professional opinion, what we can do, you know. And that's the 
way -- that's the way I move forward and I make the recommendation to 
the front office, you know, our bosses. 

Q Okay. 


BY MS. BETZ: 
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Q So I think too, just to follow up on that question, as we'ne 
talking about measures, we talked a little bit about anti-nam, 
strengthening the walls. So were recommendations made to the 
landlords to put, at the time, the sandbags, the Concertina wire, the 
drop-arm barriers? 

A No, that wasn't made to the landlord. That was the security 
officers on the ground coming back to me saying, this is what we'd like 
to do. 

Q So my question is, why were those features or measures not 
discussed in the summer of 2011 as you're doing the assessments and 
what is needed on the facility on the compound? 

Ms. Welcher. Are you speaking about Villa C? 

Ms. Betz. I'm talking about -- 

Ms. Welcher. A, B. 

Ms. Betz . -- Villas A, B, and C. Were there discussions about 

putting drop-arm barriers. Concertina wire on the facility at the time, 
the sandbags, to harden, to strengthen the security of the compound? 

Ms. lackson. Summer of 2011. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q That's the summer of 2011. 

A Some of those measures we were going to do separately but 

not get the landlord involved. My concern with him was his reluctance 
to do certain upgrades to the property, to the residence in particular. 
So I wanted to minimize the amount of demands that I knew were coming 
because it wasn't our property yet. We didn't have a lease. I mean. 
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we were in the beginning stages ofj you know, lease negotiations. I 
knew that once we had the property under lease, then we could do this 
ourselves and not get the landlord involved. 

Q Okay. 

A Because as -- I met with him, you know, he looked at me 
straight in the face and he says, no, you can't do that. No, no. 

Q Well, then to follow up again on the question, given that 
there were certain things that you could not do, was the fact that there 
were 10 Diplomatic Security agents on the ground, did that compensate 
for the lack of physical security features that you could implement 
or felt that you could implement at the time in the summer of 2011? 

A Having that many DS folks on the ground that were trained 
and equipped, that would reduce the vulnerability, absolutely. 
That's, you know, that's my personal opinion. 

Q Okay. We talked about security standards, and I want to 
go back to SECCA. 

Ms. lackson . Before we get there, I have a couple of just sort 
of follow-up questions on that. As I understand it, the mission moved 
out of the hotel and went to another location in Dune of 2011. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. Yes. 

Ms. Betz. I was going to go back to that. 

Ms. lackson. Oh, okay. 

Ms. Betz. No, go, go. 


BY MS. lACKSON: 
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Q Is that connect? 

A Yes . 

Q And then they went into this intenmediate step which was 
Villa A. Is that connect? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And then that's when you identified the man camp^ 

on some -- youn pnedecesson^ identified the man camp as 

a long-tenm facility fon the expedition to stay at. Is that connect? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. What was the pnoblem with the man camp? 

A The man camp was on dinty land. Clean title could not be 
established . 

Q Was thene some sont of toxic waste thene^ when you say dinty 

land? 

A No. 

Q It was the title. Okay. 

A No. That's a local tenm that the Libyans use fon land that 
was basically confiscated by Qadhafi and neappontioned to his 
suppontens. They would come in. Let's say a lange tnack of fanmland. 

Q Uh-huh. 

A He would confiscate that if this penson was an opposition 
memben on had done anything that got him upset. They would come in, 
confiscate his land, and neappontion it among Qadhafi suppontens. 
This land that the man camp was set up on was that kind of land. 

Now, the penson, fnom what I necall fnom what I was told, the 



1509 


23 

person that got this land from Qadhafi was leaving country and sold 
it at a veryj very reasonable cost. And the guy who bought it was the 
man who developed the man camp in order to provide services to the oilj 
the offshore oil industry. Okay. He was the person to whom we were 
going to enter into negotiation. 

Ambassador Stevens was advised that this was a problem. It could 
be perceived as a big problem^ and the U.S. Government could get dragged 
into litigation because the family members were still alive, I want 
to say in London or Cairo, and that, you know, there could be, you know, 
lawsuits pending. So he came back to Washington and got the readout 
from L, basically says, do not enter into the lease negotiations. 

So that Thursday morning, we had the meeting set up with the owner. 
We went over there and the Ambassador explained. Special Envoy at that 
time, explained to him, we will not be able to enter into lease 
negotiations with the man camp. Basically, that was it. We turned 
around and walked away. And I was tasked with restarting a search 
effort to locate a suitable facility. 

At that point, we went out, the and I went out, and 

the admin officer, I want to say, to the various sites that my 
predecessor had looked at. And we had to -- he said, this is what's 
available. And I said, we can't use this, we can't use that for a 
variety of reasons, lack of setback, or the building was not completed, 
incomplete, because a lot of the skilled laborers that were 
third-country nationals that did the finishing interior work left when 
the civil war started. So there was -- they didn't have the workers 
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available to finish the property. 

We went outj we looked at some other oneSj some other properties. 
One big villa behind Villa A, we looked at that. That was a good 
possibility. That fell through. So we went back and briefed 
Ambassador Stevens. I saidj you knowj we got to keep looking. So he 
goeSj well, tomorrow morning, Friday morning, the owner of this villa 
is coming over to see me. And I said, okay. That's good. 

You know, so Chris raised that with him. They were having brunch 
and, you know, he invited us over to talk to him and we explained to 
him what we needed. And he said, excuse me, let me make a phone call. 
So he gets up, walks over to the side, picks up the phone, calls the 
owner of Villa B and explains the problem, and would he like to meet 
with us. And he came over about 2 hours later. 

That's when we got our first walkthrough of the property. And 
I looked at Chris, Chris looked at me and he said, yeah, this will do. 
And that's how we got to Villa B, keeping Villa A, and basically the 
man camp was no more. 

Q So Villa A wasn't large enough for the contingent at the 
time. You needed some additional space in addition to Villa A? 

A Well, yes, we did, because the intent was to staff up the 
Special Mission in Benghazi to about, I want to say, 16 or 17 people. 
And at this point, we were 9 -- well, 8 people and then myself. So 
there was just, you know, not enough room. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q Okay. Since we ' re sort of talking pre-Villa A, I ' 11 go back 
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to April 2011 and the initial entny^ the then Special Envoy's initial 
entry into Benghazi in April of 2011. 

A Thatj I'm not -- 

Q Well, I just want to ask you a couple of questions about 
that time frame. So were you involved in any discussions about the 
Special Envoy's security -- 
A No. 

Q -- going into? 

A No. 

Q Does physical security play a role in a protective detail? 
A Protection, no. 

Q Did a physical security specialist travel with the Special 
Envoy when he initially went into Benghazi? 

A Yes, that was And he comes out of Physical 

Security Programs, our Contingency Operations Branch. Okay. That 
was --he was involved in that. 

Q Okay. So Mr. traveled initially with the Special 

Envoy when he went into Benghazi? 

A I believe so. 

Q Okay. And did he have any discussions with you about the 
security of the locations? Let's say they move into the Tibesti Hotel. 
Correct? 

A Not with me. 

Q Not with you, but I'm saying, he did not have any 
conversations with you about Mr. 
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A No. All those discussions were held with the -- his 
division chief. 

Q Okay. So you're not aware of any security vulnerabilities 
within the Tibesti Hotel? 

A I am not. 

Q You don't know if any security upgrades were made at the 

Tibesti Hotel? 

A I'm not aware. 

Q So going back to our discussion on security standards^ we 
talked a little bit about OSPB. Are you familiar with SECCAj the 
Security Embassy Construction and Counterterrorism Act? 

A We all are. 

Q Okay. And what are the standards that SECCA requires of 
a facility? 

A SECCA requires co-location of all activities under Chief 
of Mission and 100 feet of setback. 

Q Okay. And were those requirements j were SECCA' s 
requirements discussed in the summer of 2011 with respect to Villas 
A, B, and/or C? 

A I would say that SECCA was not. We had setback j so that 
was not an issue. 

Q Do you recall discussions about whether or not waivers to 
SECCA were needed with regard to any of the facilities that were being 
discussed in the summer of 2011? 

A WaiverSj waivers and exceptionSj from the guidance I was 
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given prior to my departure, were not required -- 

Q Okay. 

A -- for the Special Mission in Benghazi. 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q And why not? 

A That came from legal. 

Q And why not? 

A I wasn't aware of that discussion. I got that from my 
division chief. She said waivers and exceptions not required for -- 

Q Had you ever been involved in any other property worldwide 
where waivers and exceptions were not applicable? 

A Well, there are certain categories where it's not 
applicable. Where you have military working on host government 
military facilities providing training, SECCA is not applicable. 
Okay. 

Q Uh-huh. 

A It's in the cable that went out on SECCA as far as, you know, 
the caveats where it's not applicable. You may have the Department 
of Treasury folks, IRS in particular, that work in a ministry of finance 
where SECCA would not be applicable. Okay. So certain -- 

Q But let me ask it this way: In any State Department leased 
facility that is going to house State Department people, where they're 
going to work, does SECCA apply? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. Then why didn 't SECCA apply to the Benghazi Mission? 



1514 


28 

A That's a question that was made at a senior levels and the 
only -- and I wasn't privy to that discussion. I was just given -- I 
asked for guidance and I got the -- I got the guidance^ it's not 
applicable. 

Q In your experience, in any other facility that you've been 
involved in where State Department personnel were either going to 
reside or work, so it ' s a U.S. diplomatic facility where U.S . diplomatic 
officials are going to work, have you always applied SECCA or sought 
a waiver for those facilities? 

A Yes, we have, because it was under Chief of Mission, and 
they couldn't be co-located either at the Consulate General or at the 
Embassy because of lack of space, or they had a specific mission that 
required them to be located somewhere else. 

Q So Benghazi was treated differently than other facilities 
that you had encountered in your career? 

A Benghazi was treated differently because it was a 

short-term, temporary special mission that had a limited lifespan when 
it was established. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q And I just want to clarify . You had mentioned that you were 
informed when you sought guidance that no waivers or exceptions were 
necessary? 

A Uh-huh. 

Q So exceptions being to the OSPB? 

A OSPB, yes. 
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Q Okay. 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q So you were told that the OSPB standards were not applicable 
to these facilities in Benghazi? 

A I was told that was not applicable. 

Q Okay. You said one other thing toOj that setback was not 

an issue. Is that a requirement for 100 feet of setback on all sides 
of a building? 

A A hundred-foot of setback from the perimeter. 

Q Okay. It was our understanding that the back wall was not 
100 feet away. The back wall, perhaps Villa B near the office? 

A No, they had more than 100 feet. They had more than 
100 feet to that back wall. 

Q Okay. Your recollection is that there was 100 feet of 
setback? 

A On all four sides of B, yeah. 

Q And A? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. 

A No, A, the back wall was up against the adjacent property, 
which was two large residential villas. And I want to say that was 
probably 35 to 40 feet of setback from the back wall, where the kitchen 
was to that back wall. And I don't believe there was any vehicle 
access, except someone that's parking in their driveway or something. 
But that was a dead-end residential road and there was, I want to say. 
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4 on 6 residences on that road. And we looked at one of those at the 
end of the road as a possible facility to relocate to once we found 
the man camp was not going to be leased. 

Q So it didn't meet setback, but there were other 
considerations to offset that? 

A Yes . 

Q And I understand that you did not -- that Villa C was not 
being leased at the time that you were there in Dune and Duly 2011. 
Did you ever look at Villa C as a possibility or just look at -- 

A I did not, no, because it was, you know, it was not in the 
planning at that time. 

Q Did you ever look at it to see what was next to Villa B as 

a -- 

A Well, again, it was a stand-alone residence. The area that 
we were located in was, I would say, a high-rent area, so these were 
nice houses that people had built. And they had a wall between, you 
know, an interior wall between the two properties along the property 
line. And, you know, you peek at it, you know, as best you can. You 
know, you look at it. Okay, this is a, you know, private residence. 
And I think they had a lot of shrubbery along that interior wall, so 
it was a well-kept property. 

Q Okay. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q So moving from the summer of 2011 into the fall of 2011, 
were you a part of any discussions about extending the mission? 
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A No. 

Q No. Were you involved -- as discussions were taking place^ 
were you consulted in the security of extending the missionj the 
security of the facilities being contemplated? Were you consulted as 
different locations were being proposed? Were you consulted on those 
different locations? 

A Could you -- 

Q Uh-huh. So in the fall of 2011 -- 

A Okay. 

Q -- there were discussions about extending the mission. 

Correct? Or are you aware, if you know? 

A Extending the mission, you know, I'm not aware of those 
discussions. Okay. 

Q Are you aware of different locations that were being 
proposed in the fall of 2011 to continue the mission into 2012? 

A I was only aware of Villa A and Villa B being the site for 
the Mission because it was supposed to be closed down either at the 
end of the war, or that changed, and December 31st was the new target 
date to close that mission and relocate back to Tripoli. 

Q Okay. So you were not a part of any discussions about 
continuing the mission in a different location -- 

A No. 

Q -- other than Villas A, B, and C? 

A No. 

Q Were you consulted in the decision to terminate the lease 
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on Villa A? 

A No. 

Q You were not consulted in that decision. Did you have 
concerns when you learned about the decision -- when the decision was 
made to continue with Villas B and C into 2012, were you concerned about 
that decision? 

A I had an opinion to, you know, myself that, wow, that's a 
nice property to have to give up. But I understood why they gave it 

up. But I said, wow, that was a nice property. 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q Okay. I'm a little confused, but let me ask a couple of 

questions. It's my understanding that leases for Villa A, B, and C 

were all signed in early August of 2011. Were you aware that leases 
for three properties were signed that summer? 

A I don't get involved in the leasing. I don't. You know, 
I wasn't part of that discussion. 

Q Did you ever become aware that there was a third property 
that was leased in Benghazi? 

A A third? 

Q Villa C. 

A Villa C. Eventually, yes, I became aware of it because the 
RSOs would say, okay, you know, this is what we'd like to do. I said 
fine . 

Q How did you become aware that -- 

A I would say probably via email. 



1519 


33 

Q And do you necallj were you advised before or after it was 
leased? 

A I don't recall. 

Q Okay. And then but at some point you became aware that a 
third villa had been leased and now there was Villas A, Bj and C. Is 
that correct? 

A Yes . 

Q They were all contiguous? 

A Yeah. It made perfect sense. 

Q And then you got requests for upgrades to one or more of 

those villas? 

A Yes . 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q Okay. So I'm going to show you a document -- 

A Uh-huh. 

Q -- which we'll mark as Exhibit 1, to refresh your 
recollection . 

Exhibit No. 1 

Was marked for identification.] 

Ms. Betz. And as the witness is reviewing the document. I'll 
identify it. It's State Department document C05412245. It is an 
email from to the witness dated Monday, December 12th, 

2011. And the subject is: Emailing: Various cost factors. Villa E 
compound. Villas A, B, Villas B and C, Benghazi compound B and C option. 

Ms. lackson . And we can go off the record for a couple of minutes 
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while you ' ne reviewing that because it ' s a lengthy email . So take your 


time . 


L Okay. 


[Recess . ] 


Ms. Betz. So we'll go back on the record. 


BY MS. BETZ: 


Q So the witness has had a chance to look at the document. 
And just for confirmation^ this is an emails as I said^ from^^^^^^^H 


to the witness, Mr. 


1. Is this a document that you recall? 


A One of many, yeah. My name is on there, yes. 

Q Okay. And so turning to page 2 of the email, I want to draw 
your attention to what I believe, I think, is the - - it's a continuation 
from the first page, but it's the first email chain on the top of page 


A Uh-huh. 

Q And specifically, you are being requested to give input on 
NEA/EX's decision to present the, quote, "B and C option as the 
recommended choice." 

And for clarification purposes, the internal email is from 
Do you recall 

A Yes, he was the DS/IP desk officer. 

Q Okay. 

A International Programs. 

Q And did you frequently communicate with 


Yes. He provided me emails that he got, you know, that if 
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I wasn't on distribution that he thought I would need to see. So, yeah. 

Q And this is an email that he sent to you for youn input? 

A Yeah. Yes. 

Q And so -- 

Ms. lackson. So what is Mr. asking you to do? 

Mr. He's asking me about my thought on the cost that 

was provided in this email and local guard force platforms as far aSj 
you knowj ideas j having been there^ that I may have had. And I 
responded back to him^ you knowj in my opinion^ you know. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q Did you have any opinion on the choice to present Villas 
B and C as an option for going forward? Did you have any thoughts on 
that proposal? 

A I don't recall. I don't recall. 

Q Do you recall -- let me ask you this: Do you believe that 

choosing Villa B and C to move as the facilities or the site to continue 
the mission into 2012 was the best choice? 

A To contain B -- to keep B and C and relinquish A, that was 
probably the most feasible choicej at that time^ based upon the war 
ending and the need to not expand accommodations because there was not 
going to be no commensurate increase in staff. So that was probably^ 
again, a decision made at a higher level, you know, more for cost, I 
would say, you know, because Villa A was a pricey lease, I understand. 

Q Apart from the cost factors, in your opinion, did you as 
a physical security specialist, did you believe that terminating Villa 
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A and keeping Villas B and C was the best course of action in terms 
of the security of the compound? 

A Can I have a minute to talk with them? 

Ms. Betz. Sure, sure. That's fine. 

Ms. lackson. Go off the record. 

[Discussion off the record.] 
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[10:21 a.m.] 

Ms. Betz. So we'll go back on the record. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q Mr. before we broke and took a break, the question 

that we had asked or the question that we were discussing was the 
decision to terminate Villa A and to continue to occupy Villas B and 
C, and whether, in your opinion, that was the best course of action 
in terms of the security of the compound. 

A I was much more familiar with Villa A, having never visited 
Villa C. So that caused me some concern with the question. And I 
wasn't consulted on that decision. And in circumstances like this, 
I would have to defer to the people that were on the ground as far as 
the decision that they were making, the RSO in particular, okay. From 
a security perspective, was this the best combination. Okay. And 
apparently that was the best combination, from their perspective, the 
RSO perspective, the post perspective. So I'm not going to fault 
anybody as far as giving up this, you know, or doing that. I just wasn't 
familiar with Villa C. I didn't have the familiarity with it, you know, 
to make that comparison. 

So in situations like this, you've got to defer to your 
counterparts on the ground to make the best possible decision. Once 
they make that decision, then, you know, I'm there to support them in 
any upgrades and improvements that they wanted to make. 

Q Do you recall subsequent RSOs having concerns about the 
decision to relinquish Villa A and to continue with Villa B and C? 
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A No. 

Q I want to show you what I'll mark as Exhibit 2. Can I just 
finish this line out? 

Mn. Kenny. Sure. 

Exhibit No. 2 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q And while she's handing that out, you said you were not 
consulted on the decision of which villas were to be retained and which 
one to relinquish? 

A I don't recall, you know, being consulted. 

Q Although you had not visited Villa C, had you received 
photographs or aerial photographs of it, pursuant to the lease, or with 
requests for any upgrades or anything? 

A I got some overheads, overheads of it. So I knew where it 

was . 

Q You knew its general layout and the attributes that it had? 

A Yeah. 

Q Okay. 

Ms. Betz. So the witness has before him Exhibit 2. And we'll 
go off the record while he takes a moment to review it. 

[Recess . ] 

Ms. Betz. So we'll go back on the record. And for 
identification purposes, it's State Department document C05394244. 
It's a series of emails. It's a long document for which we're going 
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to focus on the first two emails of the document. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q The first email of the email chain is an email from you to 

snd 

A was the section chief. He was my immediate 

supervisor. 

Q Okay. And who is 

A RSO Tripoli. 

Q And who is 

A He was probably the ARSO. 

Q Okay. And so are you -- 

A Or the RSO at Benghazi at the time. I'm not sure. 

Q Okay. And we were discussing conversations about the 

decision to maintain Villas B and C and terminate Villa A. And you 
had described to us that the decision to terminate Villa A and to 
maintain Villas B and C was a decision made on the ground by those on 
the ground? 

A Wellj the people on the ground would be consulted by the 
folks back here. All right, okay. Please give us your assessment and 
options. And their positions would be taken into consideration in the 
final decision process. 

Q Who would be the final decision maker? 

A I would say someone back at main State, who's ever handling 
this issue, that, you know, I'm not privy to the kind of discussions 
or I'm not aware of at what level or where it was being discussed. 
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Q Would it be a decision within youn hierarchy, within the 
countermeasures and the Physical Security Division or would it be 
outside of Physical Security? 

A I would say it would be outside. But DS may be consulted 
at some level for clearance on an option that was being pursued. 

Ms. lackson. But you weren't consulted? 

Mr. I don't recall being consulted on it, no. 

Ms. lackson. And you were the Libya guy? You had Libya -- 

Mr. Well, I was the Physical Security desk officer, you 

know, responsible for supporting Benghazi. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q Well, I guess here's my question: Going back -- and not 
to confuse the matter -- but going back to Exhibit 1, where 
is asking for your input and he is discussing the decision or the 
proposal to maintain Villas B and C -- on page 2 -- and specifically, 
he says : "Any input would be appreciated, as NEA/EX is going to present 
the B and C option as the recommended choice." 

Is he asking for your input? Is he consulting you on that 
proposal? 

A He's asking me for, having been at post, my opinion on the 
options being considered. And that's why I laid out here my opinion, 
based upon his request. 

Q And if your opinion would have been different, would that 
have been a time to raise the question as to what is the best option 
to go forward? 
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A Well, asked the question, and I responded back to him 

in IP. And I also infoed my chain of command. So as the desk officer 
responsible, I threw out there what I thought was the best possible 
response 'to request. And where it went and how it was taken 

or what was used and not used, I do not know what the final results 
were of my input. 

Q And so then turning to Exhibit 2, and specifically the first 
email chain in which you are responding to a question that 
who was the RSO in Benghazi, you say: quote, "I do not know 

who was responsible or why the decision was made to relinquish Villa 
A, but I believe that the compound created by this arrangement. Villa 
A and B, was an exceptional facility that satisfied the operational 
requirements of your post," end quote. 

And so is that a position that you maintained or that you had in 
December as well as in February? 

A I would say yes, based upon my familiarity with Villa A 
versus Villa C. So again, that, you know, I felt Villa A was a very 
good facility. 

Q And your immediate supervisor, is copied on 

this email, correct? 

A Uh-huh. 

Q On the February 15th, 2012, email. 

A Yes . 

Q And did you have any subsequent conversations with him about 


the choice to move forward with Villas B and C? 
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A Not that I recall. 

Q How involved in Libya was Mr. 

A Not that involved . It was more informational awareness for 
him. In case I wasn't in the office and a question came up, he at least 
was aware of the situation. 

Q Did he defer to you on physical security decisions with 
regard to Libya? 

A I would say yes. 

Q Did you have any conversations with Deputy Assistant 

Secretary on any physical security issues that 

were ongoing in Benghazi? 

A No. 

Q Linder Secretary Patrick Kennedy, did you have any 
conversations with him about physical security? 

A No. 

Q No? Okay. 

A He didn't ever reach down to talk to me about that. 

Ms. lackson . In this same email exchange, it goes on to say, you 
say, you write, in Exhibit 2 in the first exchange: "Perhaps your 
question would be best raised by the principal officer with NEA/EX and 
OBO real estate before you go too far down the path of returning Villa 
A to the owner." 


Ms. lackson. What motivated you to write "perhaps your question 
would be best raised by the principal officer with NEA/EX"? I 'm trying 
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to understand the role that NEA/EX would have played in the choice of 
villas . 

Mr. If they were providing the funding for the 

leases -- see, I don't know who provided the funding. If they were 
providing the funding for the leases^ so it was coming out of their 
account, okay, the principal officer is the Chief of Mission. This 
is impacting his facility. So he has to have an active say in how they 
proceed and what course they take. So that's why I said, you know, 
this was something I was not involved in. Perhaps these are the action 
officers that need to be engaged. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q Well, let me ask you this -- 

A Again, realizing that some of these folks that were acting 
RSOs out there were not aware of a lot of the leasing arrangements, 
the procedures of the department in how they do leasing arrangements, 
and decisions being made and at what level they're being made. So I'm 
trying to -- not knowing his background, I ' m trying to give him guidance 
as to how best to proceed and where to direct his inquiries and who 
to direct him to to get the information. 

Q Would these decisions -- you made a statement that you 
deferred to those individuals on the ground. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q If those individuals on the ground are changing every 30 
days, would they not each have their own opinion as to what is best? 
And does that not make it more important or critical for you to provide 
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guidance, given the changing dynamics on the ground? 

A I assumed, okay, that DS was sending some level of officer 
to Benghazi that had some level of overseas experience, and not a junior 
officer out of the field office. Some level of overseas 
experience -- Baghdad, Afghanistan -- but not a green officer that 
didn't have any background in the overseas arena. So I'm assuming that 
they had some working knowledge. 

And what I would do is, when they came in with a request for an 
upgrade, I would walk them through the process. I'd explain to them. 
I'd say, what about this, what about that, have you thought about this, 
have you thought about that? And I would go into a lot of depth, and 
I would really bring the discussion down to the basic level. And I'd 
ask all kinds of questions or raise all kinds of alternatives that I've 
seen for field expedient measures in lieu of what they may have been 
proposing. 

So I tried to work with each one of them that came in to give -- you 
know, that requested help from me. And that's the way I handled each 
and every request. 

Ms. lackson. We're way over time. 

Ms. Betz. We'll go off the record. 

[Recess . ] 

Mr. Kenny. We'll go back on the record. The time is 10:47. 

EXAMINATION 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q And, Mr. thank you. I want to take the 
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opportunity to thank you again for appearing here today. I will take 
a moment just to reintroduce myself. My name is Peter Kenny. I'm 
counsel for the minority staff. I'm joined here by my colleague, Erin 
O'Brien. And on behalf of the ranking member, the other Democratic 
members of the committee, we just want to thank you for appearing here 
voluntarily today. 

A You're most welcome. 

Q I thought it was helpful in the last hour to begin by hearing 
a little bit about your background. It sounds like you had a fairly 
extensive career at the State Department before you retired and then 
were brought back as a contractor. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q And I guess not to oversimplify the world of Diplomatic 
Security, but if you think of it in terms of guns, gates, and guards, 
it sounds like your experience is not necessarily just limited to the 
gates or the physical security aspect. Is that a fair -- 

A I have had exposure to most aspects of DS, yes. 

Q Okay. Although your specialty today, as you sit here today 

and for the past several years, is on the physical security side? 

A Physical security, yes. 

Q Okay. But in your position -- and I believe --I'm not sure 
if your title was as the desk officer. Is that the correct way to refer 
to it within PSPCB? 

A Yes, a desk officer. 

Q Okay. So you were a desk officer. You had responsibility 
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fon several countries at the time? 

A Yes . 

Q And your principal point of contact with those posts would 
be the regional security officer. Is that correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. So you would have daily interactions with the RSOs? 

A No. NOj just as required^ as needed. 

Q Okay. So in general, you would have a familiar 
understanding with the physical security plans, procedures at each of 
those posts under your supervision. Is that correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And if an RSO had a question about physical security 
or a concern, you would be one of the people that they could raise that 
to back at DS headquarters. Is that correct? 

A Absolutely. 

Q Okay. And they knew that they could do that? 

A I would hope so. 

Q But in your experience, that has indeed been the process? 

A In my experience, when someone is identified to go out as 
an RSO, ARSO to a post, DS/IP will basically, in their consultations 
prior to deployment and their checklist, they will say go over to DS/PSD 
and this is the desk officer that you talk to for your country. 

So part of my job is providing an outbriefing to outgoing RSOs 
and assistant RSOs for their post to give them an overview, a physical 
security layout as to any pending projects by OBO or at post, a 
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post-managed project that's already in motionj in progress, in some 
stage. So they are aware of what they're going into. I go over the 
physical security survey for each post, and I, you know, show them 
pictures, site plans, and that type of thing to try to give them an 
overall situational awareness of that post they're going to. 

And not only as a desk officer, but I put on my RSO hat as well, 
having served overseas, and I give them some other ideas and areas in 
which to focus in on. I'll say, you know, when you get to post, within 
the first 30 days, visit each one of your facilities. Go to the 
warehouse. Make sure you walk through the warehouse and see what's 
in there so you have an idea of what's in there. So, you know, as I 
say, my RSO hat is on, you know, and this is what I have found to be 
useful . 

And any physical security issue that you have, any project you 
want to start, contemplate, come to me, call me, send me an email, tell 
me what you want to do and I'll walk you through the process. We have 
a defined process, whereby a project would be initiated at post. Okay. 
The post comes in with a telegram, with a justification statement, a 
scope of work, a cost to implement. And that then gets looked at by 
our office, which is an oversight office, and OBO, which provides the 
funding for existing facilities to implement the upgrades. 

Q Okay. I think that is a helpful overview. So if I 
understand you correctly, it sounds like you would meet with RSOs before 
they deployed to post, provide an overview of projects, programs at 
post. And also advise them if they have any questions or concerns. 
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that they could raise those to you directly, and you would help or 
provide whatever assistance you could. Is that a fair assessment? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And you also mentioned that if post had decided to 
initiate a new program or project at post, that they would also reach 
back to you. Is that typically how the process would work? 

A That's how the process would work, yeah. 

Q Okay. So new projects, new proposals to do anything 

physical security related would be initiated at post, and then the reach 
back would be direct to you -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- for countries under your supervision. Is that correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And did you have confidence in the RSOs who deployed 
to post that they would be able to identify the types of physical 
security issues that might arise during their deployment, that they 
would know to reach out to you or to contact you? 

A I believe that several came through my office for 

consultations on the outbound and that, you know, I would raise all 
these issues with them and basically say, any questions you have, reach 
back to me, reach to the RSO in Tripoli, you know, but come back and 
let me know and we'll walk you through the process and we'll try to 
help you as best we can. 

Q Okay. 

A And what I would always tell them is, for simplicity 
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purposes, keep it one project per request. Don't muddle up a request 
with three, four, six different projects. Okay. Because with one 
project per request, that will give me a chance to vet it back here 
to see which office will fund it. 

Q But as a general matter, did you have confidence in the RSOs ' 
ability to be able to -- when they arrived at post, to be able to 
evaluate for themselves the physical security programs at post? 

A Yeah. If they were going out as a TDY or a TDY RSO, I had 
confidence that they had the background to do that job. 

Q So the RSOs, they receive some training or have some 
familiarity with physical security standards, for instance. Is that 
correct? 

A Absolutely. 

Q Okay. So if there were deficiencies or vulnerabilities 
that were identified at post, you would expect an RSO would be able 
to identify those? 

A Absolutely. 

Q Okay. 

A ARSOs, before they go out for the first time, go through 
the DS training center where this is a specific block of time that's 
set aside for physical security and SECCA training, where they actually 
are sent out and they do a physical security survey of that training 
center. So they actually get hands-on direction and guidance and 
critique by our office who does that. 

Q So all ARSOs then would, before they deploy to post, have 
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received some type of physical security training? 

A Yes. And then RSOSj during their in-service training 
before they go back out --we call it retreads -- again j they're given 
a specific segment in physical security programs with the latest 
updates that they should be aware of. 

Q Sure. What I'd like to do at this point, we're going to 
use a series of documents to help guide the discussion. 

In the last round we discussed with you extensively your trip out 
to Benghazi as a security specialist on the ground in the lune/Iuly 
2011 timeframe. What I'd like to do with this -- and we'll mark this 
as Exhibit 3 --we'll focus on the period that appears immediately to 
follow that when you returned to Washington. 

Exhibit No. 3 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q I will also read some identifying information into the 
record, and give you an opportunity to review this document. 

But before I do that, just I'll note for you again some of the 
documents -- we've noticed in reviewing documents related to the 
physical security, some of these email chains can run fairly long. So 
we'll do our best to direct you to where -- 

A Yeah. 

Q So here I'm just going to draw your attention to an email 
that you wrote, at the bottom of page 2, dated August 1st, 2011, 11:08 
a.m., and then the series of emails that followed that. So pages 1, 
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2, and the top pant of 3. 

And, again, just for the record, this is Exhibit 3. This will 
be an email dated August 2nd, 2011. It's from to 

Mr. and others. The subject is Re: Notes from 8/1 Benghazi 

Conference Call. And the document number is C05393020. 

A Okay. You only wanted me to read page -- 

Q I'm just going to direct your attention to 1, 2, and 3. 
But -- 

A Okay. One, two, and three. 

Q --if you feel comfortable, I would be more than happy to 
have you read the entire document. 

A Okay. 

Q So just in general, this email thread, it appears to contain 
some conference call notes surrounding an August 1st conference call 
discussing Benghazi. And the status discusses the status of funding 
that had been allotted for some physical security upgrades at a 
different compound. And I believe we talked about that in the last 
hour. 

A That was the man camp. 

Q Correct. And so the man camp, of course, is not Villa A, 

B, or C. Is that right? 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. And I'll just note, at the bottom of page 2 -- so 
this is an email from you The second-to-last sentence 

in the first paragraph, you had written, quote, "Villa C was an option 
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that came into play after I departed post," close quote. 

And I believe this touched on the discussion we had in the last 
hour about your awareness -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- of the discussions surrounding Villa C. Does that 

refresh your recollection? 

A Yeah. When I was at post, it was not an option. 

Q Okay. And so at least here, this is August 1st, 2011, so 

this would be approximately how long after you returned to D.C.? 

A A couple weeks. 

Q A couple weeks later? 

A Three weeks later, 4 weeks later. 

Q Okay. And so based at least on your reference here to Villa 

C, was it your understanding that Villa C came into consideration very 
shortly after you returned to D.C. -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- from Benghazi? 

Okay. And the second paragraph there reads, quote -- you wrote, 
quote, "I would recommend that the RSO identify those upgrades 
absolutely required for each villa based upon a revised compound layout 
and with landlord approvals, come in with a cost to implement from the 
life services contractor who originally said that he can do the work 
and have the funding" -- and it contains some other details as well. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q I'm just going to focus on the first portion of that 
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sentence -- 

A Okay. 

Q -- where you make a recommendation that the RSO identify 
upgrades absolutely required for each villa. 

When you say each villa here^ sir^ were you referring to Villas 
Aj B, and C? If you can recall. 

A I would say yes, each villa, based upon a new set of eyes, 
a new RSO that's at post. 

Q Okay. 

A Okay. 

Q And this fits what you told us -- 

A And what the landlords would and would not allow. 

Q Right. 

A I mean, when I was there, that was always a key critical 
issue, what they would and would not allow us to do. 

Q Okay. And on that point, in the last round you had 
indicated that you had met with the owner, specifically the owner of 
Villa B -- 

A Villa B. 

Q --at some point, and that he had agreed to incorporate some 
physical upgrades into the lease that was executed or was signed with 
him. That's your recollection? 

A That's my -- yes. 

Q Okay. From some of the documents we reviewed both around 
that time and subsequent, it sounds like that particular villa owner. 
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there may have been some challenges in dealing on negotiating with that 
villa owner. Do you recall or have any context for that? 

A I wasn't involved in that side of it. When we had the 
initial discussion with him expressing our intent or desire to lease 
his propertyj I saidj well, there are certain upgrades we would like 
to do. And I discussed those with him. And he said, okay, okay. Like 
punching a hole in the wall that separated the two properties between 
A and B so vehicles could drive through or people could walk between 
the villas. He said no problem, you know, that that was okay. 

Q Sure. But there were some upgrades that -- 

A With the wall -- 

Q -- he refused to allow? 

A He refused to allow. 

Q Okay. So it ' s not fair to say, then, that he approved every 

upgrade or that he performed every upgrade request that was made of 
him? 

A No. 

Q Okay, lust working our way up the chain of emails here, 

and referring now to the bottom of the first page, there's an email 
f to you, . And who is 

if you recall? 

A I think he was TDY RSO there around the same time I was. 

Q When you say there, he was the TDY RSO in Benghazi? 

A Benghazi. 

Q And in this email, the RSO in Benghazi wrote, quote, 
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will send out the itemized punch list fon Villa B. No upgrades are 
needed fon Villas A and C/' close quote. 

And first I'd just like to askj this email is two or three emails 
removed from your email where you askedj or where you recommended 
ratheCj that the RSO identify upgrades absolutely required for each 
villa. Is your understanding or did you believe at the time that this 
was the RSO in Benghazi's response to your recommendation that they 
identify those upgrades? 

A I believe so. I believe that -- okay. What do we have in 

place? What will the owner do? What will he not do? What can we do? 

You know, please identify it so we have a list so we can put together 
a funding request in order to get whatever you need accomplished, we 
can get it funded and done. 

Q Right. And so that was your charge, then, to the Benghazi 

RSO? 

A Yeah. I mean, you know, okay. Relook at it. Revisit it. 
Q And this is his response to you? 

A No upgrades are needed for Villas A and B. 

Q A and -- 

A A and C, I mean. 

Q Okay. And when he says here, will send out an 

itemized punch list for Villa B," what is a punch list? 

A A punch list would be specific upgrades that would be 
identified. 


Q Okay. 
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A Like on windows ^ gnillwonk on windows. goes 

on the Do you know what the is? That's that 

Gnillwonk on the outside. Do we need to 
neplace doons? Replace 3 wooden doons with 3 solid wooden doons on 
locally fabnicated doons. 

Q So a punch list is a detailed list that -- 

A That's the scope of wonk to be accomplished. 

Q Okay. 

A Okay? 

Q And that would be some detailed list of the specific 

physical secunity upgnades that would be nequined? 

A Yes . 

Q So hene, the Benghazi RSO indicates that thene was a punch 
list that would be submitted on sent fon Villa B. Does that indicate 
to you that thene was some physical secunity wonk that was nequined 
at Villa B? 

A Ohj absolutely^ yeah. 

Q Okay. And then when he indicates that "no upgnades ane 

needed fon Villas A and C/' the Benghazi RSO indicates that -- you had 
mentioned eanlien that you would nely on the RSO in the field, thein 
appnaisal on evaluation of the situation? 

A Uh-huh. 

Q Hene, would you have nelied on this? 

A Yeah. I would have taken his necommendations . I would 
have looked at those and I would have said, okay, -- you know. 
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he has been out as an RSO before so I ' m going to rely upon his assessment 
at that time. 

Q So this is an experienced RSO who -- 

A I want to say yes, was an experienced RSO. 

Q Okay. And if at least at this point, the Benghazi RSO had 
made requests for physical security upgrades to Villas A and C, is that 
something you would have taken seriously? 

A Oh, absolutely. Yeah, absolutely. 

Q Now, moving forward a little bit in time, I want to introduce 
into the record -- this will be Exhibit Number 4. 

Exhibit No. 4 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q And just before I have you take a look at this document, 
this is a multipage document. I'm going to direct you to a few portions 
of it. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q Again, I'm not going to ask you detailed questions on every 
section of this document. But just referring back for a moment to 

Exhibit 1, there's a discussion in Exhibit 1. You asked several 

questions. It appears, based on my reading, that post management 
officer at NEA/EX reaches out to the desk officer at DS/IP who then 
reaches out to you about a recommendation to move from Villas A and 
B to Villas B and C. Would that be a fair way to characterize Exhibit 


1 ? 
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A Yeah. asked me what my thoughts were on it, and I 

provided him my assessment. 

Q Sure. And I understand. And it may be a little difficult 
understanding -- and I'll just note for the record that, if you look 
at the email, there clearly appear to be some attachments to this 
document. Do you see that? The subject line, if you read it, 
"Emailing." And then it includes on that line several documents. Do 
you see that? 

A Yeah, I see it up top, yeah. 

Q Okay. And, unfortunately, this particular exhibit doesn't 
appear to contain those exhibits, although it appears from the context 
of the email that you were asked to review some of the information that 
was in those exhibits. Is that your understanding? 

A It would appear that way. 

Q Okay. And I'll just use that to help frame for exhibit No. 
4 -- and I will return your attention to Exhibit 4. Again, it's a 
multipage document. It doesn't have a header so it's a little 
difficult to describe for the record. But it's document number 
C05391931. 

And I ' 11 give you a moment to review this . I'm just going to ask 
you specifically about pages 1, 2, 3, and pages towards the rear of 
this document that are Villas A and B and then Villas B and C. 

So if you want, we can go off the record and you can take a moment 
to review this . 


[Recess . ] 
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Mn. Kenny. Back on the record. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q And just before we went off the record, I had asked you to 
review Exhibit 4, the document you have before you now. 

First I would just like to ask, are you familiar with this 
document? Have you seen this document? 

A I probably did, since it was an attachment that came to me. 
But -- 

Q Okay. And are you saying that because -- 

So that's what I'd hoped -- 

A Yeah. 

Q --to match with you, is whether some of the information 
here appears to be some of the information that may have been attached 
to Exhibit 1. 

A Well -- 

Q I'm not asking if you believe it ' s identical but if the gist 
of the information contained in Exhibit 4 would have been included as 
an attachment to Exhibit 1. 

A It appears that way, that -- 

Q Okay. 

A -- you know, normally that's what happens when you hit 
reply. And all these things don't -- you have to forward it. So I 
would say, yeah, this material was probably forwarded to me. 

Q Okay. You know, for instance, you have a reference to 
$100,000 for upgrades to the perimeter wall. 
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A That was -- 

Q You can see here that -- 

A That was made by someone else^ okay^ and I call that a wild 


ass guess. 

Q Okay. 

A Because -- 


Q A WAG . 

A Exactly. You really -- 

Q That ' s a new term. 

Mr. Evers . he's trying to line up that figure to a number 

on -- 


BY MR. KENNY: 

Q Well, that's what I'd like to ask you. So -- 

A You really don't know. That's an amount that's a ballpark 
figure that someone would throw out there kind of as a place mat because 
you don't know what it's going to be until you get the engineer and 
the contractor in there to look at all the scope of work that needs 
to be done. So this is just a place holder. 

Q No. I understand. I just had wanted to point out for you 
that in Exhibit 4 - - at least my read of Exhibit 1 , there's no reference 
to $100,000 until writes to you including that figure; 
whereas, in Exhibit 4, there are several references to $100,000 for 
a perimeter wall. So I'm just trying to establish that some of the 
information here at least appeared to be some of the same information 
that was forwarded to you in Exhibit 1. 
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A Okay. 

Q It sounds like that's -- 

A Yeahj it sounds like it probably -- yeahj it was. Yes. 

Q So returning just to Exhibit 4 nowj the top page 

here -- again^ not a lot of identifying information to it -- appears 
that it could be an email that was cut and pasted into a document. I 
just wanted to direct your attention to the middle of this page. There 
appears to be a cover page. It's a discussion of the various options, 
property configurations in Benghazi. Does that look right to you? 

A That appears to be so, yes. 

Q Okay. So, for instance, there ' s a discussion of condensing 
down to Villas B and C. There's also a separate discussion and 
consideration of condensing down to Villas A and B. And in the middle 
of the page, it reads, quote, "Given the uncertain future for this place 
and the security environment's evolution over time, we did our best 
to consider all relevant factors. We had several key factors in mind 
when ranking our recommendations, to include: 

Current and likely future security posture; 

Security enhancements at all sites, including the possibility of 
requesting reasonable waivers; 

Other costs -- all of them -- from security to setup, to 
breakdown, to moving, upgrades, equipment/furniture and life services; 

General quality of life issues," close quote. 

In looking at least at that portion of this document, if this 
refers to the discussion of which of the various property proposals 
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for how best -- what the Special Mission would look like in Benghazi^ 
here it appears that security was a consideration. It appears to be 
the first -- both the first and second points here make it a point that 
security was an important consideration in that decision-making 
process. Is that fair? 

A Absolutely, yeah. 

Q Okay. Okay. If I could actually just direct you then 
to --it would be page 11 of the document and page 12 of the document. 
The top of page 11 reads: "Villa A and B. Sleeps 15." 

A Okay. 

Q And if you look at just at the first line, there's a line 
for rent. 


A Uh-huh. 

Q Do you see that both on page 11 and 12? 

A $42,000 a month. 

Q Okay. And then on page 12, do you see a similar line? 

A Yeah. I see a similar line, yeah. 

Q Okay. And so page 11, does that appear to be a breakdown 

of costs associated with Villas A and B? 

A That appears to be a summary of cost, yes. 

Q Okay. Including some proposed physical security upgrades? 

A Yes . 

Q And then page 12 appears to be the same with respect to 
Villas B and C? 

A Yes. 
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Q Okay. And again, just focusing on that first line, it 
appears that the rent for both proposals appears to be the same. Is 
that fair? 

A Fair. 

Q Okay. How about is that accurate? Is that correct? 

A That's what's listed. 

Q Okay. So in the last round, you had mentioned -- I'm not 

sure if you were speculating. But you had mentioned that you thought 
cost was a factor, perhaps the factor for the decision to release Villa 
A. And looking now at pages 11 and 12 of Exhibit 4, where you just 
indicated that the rents appeared to be the same for both proposals, 
does that refresh your recollection about the importance of costs with 
the decision to terminate the lease on Villa A? 

A I believe that I was told the lease -- the cost for Villa 
A was more expensive than the cost for Villa B, the lease costs. Okay. 
And that Villa A was a lot more pricey than Villa B. You know, and 
I could see why they would get rid of Villa A versus keeping Villa A. 

Q Okay. 

A Now -- 

Q Now, when you see that both of these are the same, that would 
imply that the price of Villa A was the same as the price of Villa C? 

A That's what it appears to be, yeah. 

Q Okay. So when you say that you were told the cost was a 

factor -- or sorry. Strike that. 

You were told that the cost of Villa A was more expensive than 
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the cost of Villa B. When you were asked in the last round about why 
the decision had been made to release Villa A, were you told that it 
was because Villa A was more expensive than Villa B? 

A I don 't recall what I was told. I understood that they were 
releasing a villa because we had overcapacity -- 

Q Okay. 

A -- for the people that were going to be assigned to that 
facility^ that post. 

Q Okay. And that would make sense if there were 3 properties 
at that time held -- 

A There were 3 properties. 

Q --by the U.S. Government. 

A Exactly. 

Q Okay. 

A Overcapacityj the war ended, and the staffing level was not 


going up. 

Q Okay. So when you said cost was a factor in the last round, 
was that perhaps not in reference to the decision to go from A and B 
to B and C, but rather to go from 3 compounds to 2 compounds? 

A Yeah, I would think so. 

Q Okay. And you'd also said that you believed that that 
decision had been made at a senior level. And I was hoping you could 
clarify what you believed or what you meant by a senior level. 

A This kind of discussion is held, I would say, NEA/EX, 
somewhere in there. M, maybe senior DS folks, you know, getting 
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together. At what level, I'm not nightly sure. 

Q Okay. 

A Okay? 

Q But were you aware -- 

A It's made at a higher level than a desk officer. 

Q Okay. So when you said senior level, you meant -- 

A A higher level of authority, that had the authority to make 
those kind of decisions. 

Q Okay. By more senior, you meant more senior than yourself? 
A Oh, absolutely, yeah. Yeah. 

Q Okay. But you weren't referring to a specific person? 

A Absolutely not. No. When I say senior, I mean someone, 

you know, that's in a higher authority, that's going to be able to -- 
Q Sure. 

A -- talk to the Ambassador as equals. 

Q Sure. 

A So this way here, you know, that level of authority is being 
brought to bear on the issue. 

Q Okay. 

A So the Ambassador knows it's getting the right level of 
attention . 

Q Okay. No, and that's -- 

A And I wasn't pointing a finger at any one office or anything 
like that. lust, you know, higher than a desk officer, trust me. 

Q Sure. Sure. 
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If I could direct youn attention, sin, to the second page of this 
document. There's a discussion section here. It lists both 
advantages and disadvantages -- 

A Uh-huh. 

Q -- for Villas B and C. The fifth tick down on Villas B and 
C, option number 1, reads, quote, "Best option from a security 
perspective -- multiple ingress/egress, best footprint and setback of 
the available options, accommodation for TNC guards, reasonable 
upgrades will help harden," close quote. 

Is that a commentary you would have expected an RSO to make in 
a serious discussion for consideration of various proposals at post? 

A The RSO would have contributed, I would say, his 
professional perspective to the admin officer or the Ambassador, 
whoever was putting this together in a response back to the department. 

Q Okay. 

A There would have been a lot of discussion at post before 
the post response formally was submitted. 

Q Sure. What I'm going to do at this point, we'll mark 
Exhibit Number 5. 

Exhibit No. 5 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q And I'll just note for the record, this is an information 
memo for DAS Lamb from the DS/IP/NEA^^^^^^^^^. Your name doesn't 
appear on the recipient line or the clearance lines, but you are 
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nefenenced in this document. So I just wanted to give you an 
opportunity to read it and then ask you a few questions about it. 

A Okay. 

Q Okay. So this is a document dated December 20thj 2011, 
document number C05457274. Again, this is Exhibit 5. And I'd just 
like to, again, ask you a few questions about this document, recognizing 
that you're not listed as a recipient. 

First, I will just ask, have you seen this document before? 

A I don't believe I have. 

Q Okay. The first page under the summary section, the 
information memo reads -- and, again, before we dive into the 
discussion of this. I'll just note at the bottom of this, on the second 
page, there is a drafted line. We don't see a clearance line there. 
So that was just to us that we don't know if this was a final document 
or a draft document. 

A Yeah. 

Q I'll just note that at the outset. 

Returning to the first page, just read into the record here at 
the top of page 1, it reads, quote, "NEA/EX has provided DS/IP/NEA with 
an email stating the changes to their action memorandum for the future 
of the DOS presence in Benghazi. NEA/EX wants to facilitate the 
clearance of their AM for M clearance by corroboration with DS/IP's 
position on the recommendations. NEA/EX is recommending terminating 
the lease on Villa A and keeping Villas B and C for residences and office 
space. DS/IP/NEA, the TDY RSO in Benghazi, and DS/PSD has reviewed 
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the necommendation and support terminating Villa A, while retaining 
Villas B and C for official use/' close quote. 

And I would just like to ask for your understanding of that 
paragraph. It sounds like, at least according to this, that NEA/EX 
wanted to consult with DS/IP on an action memo that would release Villa 
A and keep Villas B and C. Is that correct? 

A It appears that way. 

Q Okay. And we talked a little bit about Do 

you know who is? 

A I believe may have been the deputy or the regional 
director for IP/NEA at that time. 

Q And DAS Lamb, did you know who she was? 

A Yeah. She was in charge of IP. 

Q Okay. And the third paragraph, the last sentence here 

reads, quote, "DS/IP/NEA passed this information to the TDY RSO and 
DS/PSD for their opinion and insight," close quote. 

And again, DS/PSD, when we see that, does that refer to the 
Physical Security Division -- 

A Yes . 

Q -- to which you belong? 

A Yes . 

Q And perhaps looking back at Exhibit 1, which is the email 
dated December 12th, 2011, do you recall whether this statement was 
accurate, that DS/IP/NEA asked for your office's opinion and insight 
on the recommendation to release Villa A? 
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A Wellj it would appear that asked me for my 

opinion. And he took my response back to him to incorporate into some 
type of memo. 

Q Okay. 

A That's what it appears to me. 

Q Okay. And you had mentioned in the last round that 

you -- when you sent Exhibit 1 , you weren't sure how that information 
was ultimately used. Would it appear to youj looking at Exhibit 5 , 
that your response was somehow incorporated into this document? 

A If it's the same response for tab 5 , then it could be. 

Q Okay. But given the timing here, December 12th of the 

email, December 20th, and the items that are being discussed, 
specifically the recommendation to release Villa A, does it look like 
that's the same email? 

A It could be. 

Q Okay. The fourth paragraph here -- and again. I'll just 
read through this. It reads, quote, "The TDY RSO 
stated in an email that keeping Villas B and C represented the best 
option in terms of security compared to the other proposals for a 
mission location (Tab 3). TDY RSO believes this option is the best 
as it affords the best setback for the two residences," close quote. 

And, first of all, were you familiar with RSO 

A No. 

Q Okay. Were you aware of whether the TDY RSO in Benghazi 

thought that Villas B and C were the best option, from a security 
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Standpoint? 

A Well, again, as I said eanlien, having not seen Villa C, 
I had to nely upon the DS representative at post at that time to provide 
his professional assessment. 

Q Okay. 

A Okay? 

Q But you had confidence in the RSO's assessment, if they 

provided it to you? 

A I had confidence that whoever DS sent to be the TDY RSO in 
Benghazi at least had the qualifications and the background to 
accomplish that job. 

Q Okay. 

A Okay. 

Q Okay. No, that's helpful. And I think -- we'll just 
follow up on that a little bit. You traveled to post in lune/Duly 2011. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q Do you recall whether there was a request for you to travel 
to post in this time frame, in the December 2011 time frame? 

A No. 

Q Had there been a request for you to travel, is that something 
that would have been customary for you, to redeploy to post? 

A If requested, I would. You know, I would have gone back 

out. 

Q Sure. Is there a budget that covers your travel? 

A It comes out of the office. And, you know, there should 
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be no problem with requesting travel orders to be cut -- 

Q Okay. 

A -- for a specific TOY visit -- 

Q Okay. 

A --in order to do a specific activity. So that's normally 

not a problem. 

Q You don't recall any discussions about funding being an 
issue? 

A Ohj never. Never. 

Q Okay. And, again, you mentioned you didn't recall a 

request coming from post for a security specialist to come in this time 
frame? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Okay. And just lining up Exhibit 5, where we see 

the representation that the Benghazi RSO thought that B and C was best 
from a security standpoint? 

A Uh-huh. 

Q Lining that up with what's expressed to you in exhibit No. 

2, where a different RSO in Benghazi expresses a different opinion, 

can you just help us understand, when comparing physical security, are 
these things sometimes a close call? Are they just a matter of 
judgment? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. So different security experts, those with 

experience, expertise, when viewing an option where it's perhaps a 
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close call, they can sometimes come to different conclusions? 

A Depending upon the level of background and experience that 
a DS officer will have will help him arrive at his final determination. 

Q Okay. 

A Okay. If someone has been an ARSO somewhere and has minimal 
exposure, he's going to be less seasoned than someone that's been an 
RSO, that actually had the responsibility of carrying out the duties 
and responsibilities of that office, which Physical Security would 
encompass. So there's going to be that level of professional 
development. And that's why I have confidence that the people that 
were being sent TDY as the RSO by IP at least had RSO experience, 
background, and training behind them. 

Q Okay. At least at this point in time? 

A Yeah. 

Q Okay. So you had no reason to question the experience level 

of the RSOs -- 

A Not at all. 

Q -- at this point in time? 

A No. 

Q Okay. The second paragraph on this page reads -- well, 
just to follow up a little bit more. 

So for two sets of individuals, similar levels of experience, they 
look at a physical security problem. If they were to come to different 
conclusions about how to arrive at that, does that mean that one of 
them is right and one of them is wrong? 
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A No. 

Q Okay. Can it just mean that there are different judgments 
that can be made^ especially if you have close calls between one and 
the other? And I am not asserting that that was necessarily in play 
here. I'm just trying to understand how you can have RSOs look at a 
problem and have different evaluations or appraisals of that problem. 

You mentioned experience. But are there other factors at play^ 
if we hold experience -- 

A There are always other factors at play. And those factors 
are the ones that are generated at post by post. The preference that 
the Chief of Mission would have for one option over another option^ 
the admin officer, admin counselor, his option versus another option. 
So an RSO can make -- the RSO is the professional security adviser to 
the Chief of Mission. 

Q Right. 

A Okay. He'll look at something and he'll make a 

professional recommendation. That doesn't mean that the Chief of 
Mission has to take it or accept it. He just takes it under 
consideration. 

Q No, I understand that. So I want to separate out a decision 
that's made to occupy certain facilities from the security component, 
the security review of that property. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q And at least from this document, it appears that the RSO 

in Benghazi, in the December 2011 time frame, felt that Villas B and 
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C were better from a security standpoint than Villas A and B. And then 
if you look at Exhibit 2, a different RSO, a later subsequent RSO had 
a different opinion. And we're just trying to understand these 
differences of opinions that can sometimes occur -- 

A Uh-huh. 

Q -- within DS. Is that correct? 

A Absolutely. 

Q And againj it ' s not because one person ' s rights one person ' s 

wrong. It's just sometimes these require judgment calls. Is that 
fair? 

A I would say so. 

Q Okay. And that's irrespective of a Chief of Mission's 
preferencOj right? 

A The RSO would be the man or woman on the ground that would 
look at a deficiency or vulnerability . Okay? How can I fix or correct 
this? 

Q Okay. But they could also look at two properties and say 
one is more securable than the other, right? 

A They could. 

Q Okay. And here it looks like at least one RSO felt that 

Villas B and C were more securable than Villas A and B? 

A It appears that way. 

Q Okay. I'm just looking at the last paragraph here because 
we have a few minutes. Quote, "DS/PCB" -- 

Ms. lackson. What exhibit, Peter? 
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Mn. Kenny. I'm sonny. Exhibit No. 5. Staying with Exhibit 5. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q The panagnaph neads, quote^ "DS/PCB/PSD physical secunity 
specialists and both neviewed NEA/EX's 

cunnent necommendation . They both stated that they would suppont 
field expedient measunes pnoposed as pant of NEA/EX's pnefenned 
necommendation, but they expnessed concenns about who would pnovide 
funding as Villas B and C ane shont-tenm leased pnopenties (Tab 5)," 
close quote. 

And, again, just to match exhibit No. 5 with exhibit No. 2, which 
is youn email -- I'm sonny. Exhibit 1. I apologize. Lots of 
documents . 

A It's okay. 

Q Exhibit 1, which is youn email with and 

Hene it says Tab 5. Thene's a nefenence to Tab 5. It nefens 
to you expnessing concenns about who would pnovide funding. I'll just 
note, it appeans that in youn email on page 1, you wnote: "In my 
opinion, since this special mission has a limited time fname to openate 
in Benghazi, I would continue to suppont field expedient measunes and 
compound tnain featunes to be considened to the maximum extent 
feasible," close quote. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q So it would appean that that language on that comment was 
inconponated into this document, exhibit No. 5. Is that night? 

A It could have been. 
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Q Okay. 

A It's not unheard of for other officers to take terminology 
from one comment that's provided and incorporate that in^ especially 
if, you know, you have someone that's hit the nail right on the head, 
versus, okay, yeah. I'll use his terminology. 

Q So refocusing again on Exhibit 1. You were asked to review 
a recommendation for the B and C option. I mean asked 

you specifically to take a look at costs in the LGF platforms as a 
possibility? 

A Uh-huh. 

Q You mentioned to us that you were more familiar with A and 
B because you had experienced them firsthand during your visit to post. 
You were less experienced with Villa C? 

A Correct. 

Q When asked to review a proposal for B and C, did you make 
a comment to or anyone that you didn't have familiarity 

with Villa C? 

A I don't believe so. 

Q Okay. 

A I don't believe so. 

Q Do you recall why you wouldn't have mentioned that? 

A No. 

Q We had a little bit of a brief discussion in the last hour 
about -- well, scratch that. 

Actually, with the few minutes remaining, I would like to talk 
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a little bit about Physical Security standards. We had -- 

A Uh-huh. Sure. 

Q -- kind of a robust discussion of that in the last round. 
We were talking about the OSPB standards^ the SECCA requirements -- 

A Uh-huh. 

Q -- whether and when they applied. I had written in my notes 
that the question of -- I believe it was the OSPB standards. You had 
sought guidance about whether those applied to Benghazi before you 
departed for Benghazi in lune. Is that correct? 

A True. 

Q Okay. So the time frame for when you sought guidance was 

when? 

A Early to mid lune of 2011 j prior to my departure. 

Q Okay. What was the makeup, to your understanding, of the 
facility at that time, the Special Envoy's facility? 

A This guidance was requested in lieu of us moving to a man 
camp. So I wanted to know specifically what the front office was 
looking for. 

Q Okay. 

A Okay? Basically. So when I hit the ground, I knew what 
all I had to do. 

Q And when you refer to front office, are you referring to -- 

A To DS, Physical Security. Our office director. 

Q Okay. So for DS/PSD? 

A Yes . 
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Q Okay. Not the countenmeasunes front office, for instance? 
A Well, if they brought it forward to the countermeasures 
office, that was -- I wasn't aware of that. 

Q Okay. 

A Okay. I just wanted some guidance from 

Q And just to talk a little bit about organization. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q PSD falls under the countermeasures directorate. Is that 

correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. 

Ms. O'Brien. You just mentioned ^^^? 

Mr. She was the office director at the 

time that I was sent out to Benghazi. 

Ms. O'Brien. Okay. 

Mr. She has since retired. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q So you had sought some guidance, you said, from your front 
office, from the PSD office. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q Would that have been at the office director level? 

A Yeah. That was PSP, Physical Security Programs, the office 
director. 

Q Okay. 

A That's 
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Q PSP. Okay. And you were advised that OSPB standards did 
not apply to Benghazi. Is that connect? 

A Yes . 

Q And when they didn't apply to Benghazi, did that mean the 
city at large on did that mean a specific facility? 

A That meant for our facility. 

Q Okay. But the facility at that point in time was what? 

A The facility that we were going to occupy as the platform 
was going to be the man camp. 

Q And that's a proposal that ultimately fell through. Is 
that correct? 

A Correct. 

Q Okay. And I think you indicated that a decision had been 
made at a senior level, again, with respect to that discussion, that 
OSPB standards didn't apply. What did you mean by that? 

A Well, got that determination from legal. 

Q Okay. 

A So however they arrived at that, you know, I don't know. 

Q Right. But where within DS would the exceptions and 

waivers program reside? Who manages that program? 

A That resides in Physical Security Programs. 

Q Okay. So your office? 

A In our office, yes. 

Q Okay. And to the best of your understanding, your office, 
did they seek some sort of legal advice on this matter? 
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A Wellj that would have been as the office dinectonj 

because the waivers and exception program comes under her jurisdiction 
in the Physical Security Division. 

Q Okay. I think I understand. But, again, this was the 
lune/luly time frame 2011? 

A Uh-huh. 

Q And what was the mission at that point in Benghazi? Was 
it a short-term mission? Was it -- 

A The mission was a special mission that was short term in 
duration, and from what Chris Stevens told me, that we're going back 
to Tripoli at the end of the war. 

Q Okay. 

A And, okay, sounds good to me. 

Q Okay. So your understanding at that time or the time that 
these discussions were made about whether OSPB standards applied, was 
that the mission would last 6 months or so? 

A No. It was just until the end of the war. 

Q Until the end of the war. Okay. 

A Okay. However long that took. He said, you know, we will 
go back -- this will close down. We'll go back to Tripoli at the end 
of the war and re-establish the Embassy. 

Q Sure. Let me ask you a question. So you go and you seek 
this advice. You're told OSPB standards don't apply to Benghazi -- 

A Uh-huh. 

Q -- to specifically the man camp facility. Why even go to 
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Benghazi, if the OSPB standards did not apply, as a physical security 
specialist? What was the goal? 

A Because I was told to go out there and to get the facility, 
and to the maximum extent possible, try to get to the standards for 
physical -- for the perimeter and for access control and for anti-ram. 

Q Okay. 

A Okay. 

Q So let me ask then, so when you were told that OSPB standards 
didn't apply, is the practical effect of that that you then seek some 
lower standard -- 

A No. 

Q -- for facilities? 

A Absolutely not. 

Q Okay. 

A The OSPB standards are our guidelines, okay, and this is 

going to be a diplomatic facility. So I'm going to try to get as close 
as I can to those standards as I possibly can. 

Q Okay. So -- 

A Because that's what we build to. Okay? And if this is the 
standard, how close can I get to approximating those standards? That's 
what I strive for. 

Q And you said some upgrades can take a period of time to 
implement. So obviously, an understanding of how long a mission would 
be effective or operative -- 

A Would determine -- 
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Q What was possible, fon instance? 

A What was possible and what could be done as a regular project 
or a field expedient project as an interim measure. 

Q So in your mind, as the physical security specialist on the 
ground in Benghazi -- 

A Uh-huh. 

Q --at this time frame, irrespective of whether or not you 
personally thought OSPB standards applied, you still did your best to 
improve physical security? 

A If I had been given the opportunity at the man camp, okay, 
I would have gone to try to implement OSPB to the maximum extent I could. 
And the same thing for the other facilities. Okay? What can we do 
to the maximum extent possible and feasible to harden this and reduce 
the vulnerabilities? That was the bottom line, the dividing line. 

Q So with specific respect to Villas A and B, which were, in 
your experience, was limited to your visit, was that your experience 
that you were doing --or that DS was doing everything to the maximum 
extent possible? 

A We were trying to attain that level of accomplishment, yes, 
to reduce the vulnerabilities . Villa A was well constructed . The guy 
that owned it is a contractor. This is where his family lived. And 
he had incorporated a lot of the standard residential security measures 
that we recommend for our folks overseas. I mean, he had a nice thick 
12-foot wall, 4 meters. Heavy steel gates, grillwork on the windows, 
solid wood core doors. I mean, the guy was taking care of his family. 
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And he was in the construction business, from what I was told. So -- 

Q And at this time, when you were in Villa A and then when 
the mission expanded to Villa B, were you uncomfortable with having 
Mission personnel present in those facilities at that time as these 
upgrades were being implemented? 

A No. 

Q Okay. If you had had those types of concerns, what would 
you have done? 

A I would have talked to the RSO. When I was there, I did 
not feel uncomfortable. I did not carry a gun with me. I did not walk 
around with a gun. I did not sleep with my gun, unlike Beirut and 
Algiers. I did not feel that threat there. 

When I was there warranted that because the war was still going 
on. We had 17th February Brigade protection, armed protection with 
us. And I would go out there and talk to those guys, those that spoke 
English. And I would chitchat with them and try to get to know them 
and try to understand what they were doing. And most of them were 
college guys. And I made sure that when our food was delivered, we 
always had the cook bring some down to them to ensure that they had 
food and bread and stuff as well. 

Q So you were comfortable with the level of security support 
that 17 Feb. provided at that time? 

A I was. 

Q Okay. And you traveled throughout the city of Benghazi 


scouting for properties? 
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A Wellj not throughout. 

Q Okay. You traveled beyond the compound walls? 

A We went to a couple of places that were close by^ and that 
was Thursday afternoon and then Thursday evening^ the villas behind 
us. And then Friday morning is when we struck the deal with 
the -- wellj Friday afternoon is when we struck^ you knowj the deal 
with the owner of Villa B. So my exposure around Benghazi was limited 
to an afternoon with That was quite an experience. 

Q I see that I'm approaching the hour. I'll just close with 
this question to you. In reviewing those properties j I would just ask 
for your assessment of how difficult it was or what sorts of challenges 
there were to finding suitable facilities for the mission from both 
a logistics and a security perspective. 

A It was exceptionally difficult to find any type of property 
that could meet our requirements j from my limited time there, because 
properties either had lack of setback or they were still under 
construction. And the third country nationals that were involved in 
the construction trade there had left country due to the civil war. 
So there was a lot of unfinished buildings. There was a lot of 
substandard facilities out there that, because of the U.N. sanctions, 
that, you know, maintenance repair on facilities was just lacking 
across the board. 

Q Okay. And throughout this process, how important was 
security as a concern? 

A Well, that was the first thought . That was always the first 
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comment out of someone's lips, okay, security posture. 

Q When reviewing a property? 

A Exactly. 

Q And were properties disqualified because of concerns about 

physical security? 

A Absolutely. We still do that today. 

Q Okay. Thank you. 

Mr. Kenny. We'll go off the record. 
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[12:05 p.m.] 

Ms. Betz . So we'll go back on the record. It is now 12:08^ I 
guess I would say. 

And so, again, thank you for taking the time to be with us today. 

Mr. Oh, no problem. 

Ms. Betz. We appreciate it. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q I want to go back to some of the issues that my colleagues 
discussed in the last hour to clarify that we understand sort of what 
you described to us. You talked a little bit, taking a step back, sort 
of in your role as the desk officer, that you would work with RSOs, 
regional security officers, those agents who were going to serve 
abroad, correct -- 

A Correct. 

Q -- in a security capacity? You mentioned that you would 

meet with them, that you would discuss certain aspects of security that 
you were familiar with with regard to the facility, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q And some of those included a physical survey -- physical 
security survey? 

A Security survey, yeah. 

Q So I want to talk about your interactions then with the RSOs 
who served in Benghazi. And, as you know, there were multiple RSOs 
who served every 30 days. So, in your capacity as the desk officer, 
did you meet with each of those RSOs who went into Benghazi to discuss -- 
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A I met with those that were here in Washington that came 
through for consultations. 

Q Okay. Approximately how many? 

A That I could not answer. 

Q Okay. And when you mentioned that you would go over a 

physical security survey^ was a physical security survey available for 
Benghazi? 

A No, it was not. 

Q And so what did you go over with those RSO agents at the 

time? 

A I went over the current state of play at post, what we had. 
I took out the overheads and I'd say, "This is the facility." I'd give 
them where it was in relation to the harbor and how -- side-by-side 
and discussed the surrounding area and what had been requested, what 
had been funded, what had been approved. And I said, "Once you get 
out there, you know, if you can see anything else that we need to do, 
let me know. Based upon your background and experience, you may see 
something that someone else didn't or wasn't yet done. Come in, let 
me know, and I'll try to get the money out to you as fast as I can." 

Q And when you say "facility," did that include Villas A, B, 
and C, or Villas B and C? So when you talked about showing them 
photographs of the facility in relation to various places in the city, 
I want to understand what you meant by "facility." 

A It would have been what we had in place at that time. Okay? 

Q Okay. So, in 2012, that would have been Villas B and C? 
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Would you have had photographs, aerial photographs or photographs of 
the -- 

A I would have went over -- yeah, I would have pulled out the 
site plan and gone over it with them and said, "This is what we used 
to have, and they got rid of it. For whatever reason, they got rid 
of it. But this is the current facility." 

Q And how is that site plan developed? When you say "site 
plan," who developed the site plan? 

A Could be multiple sources. Could be from DS/IP. It could 
have been generated at post. But whatever I could get my hands on, 
normally in IP was pretty good with providing me any type 

of site plan, floor plans, that type of thing. 

Ms. lackson. So there's no formal document or attachments that 
comprise a site plan? You're talking more about, sort of, your folder 
on Benghazi? 

Mr. What I had available that enlightened the ARSO or 

the RSO. I said, this is what I have available. This may be the same 
as It may be -- you know, I may have got something different. 

But this is what I had available, and this is what I would show him. 

And I would discuss, you know, my experience there on the ground, 
what a difficult operating environment it was. It was kind of a 
cash-only economy. And, basically, if there are any projects you want 
to get done, keep it one request at a time. This way here, you know, 
you can get it funded, you can get it taken care of. And if it's a 
cash, you know, petty cash, let's say, however they got it 
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implemented -- to try to give them an idea of how best to proceed once 
they hit the ground and how I could support them. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q And in meeting with these various RSOs and ARSOs, we talked 
a little bit last hour and in our first hour about the type of RSOs 
that were serving in Benghazi and their experience level in terms of 
being able to perform in an overseas capacity and one I think you 
described aSj correct me if I'm wrongs a high-threat -- 

A High-threat environment, yeah. 

Q -- high-threat environment. And so, as you met with these 
RSOs, did you have concerns? Did you mention or have conversations 
about the experience level of the RSOs or DS agents that were coming 
in to serve in an RSO capacity? 

A That wasn't my call. Okay? I relied upon DS/IP. 

Q I understand it wasn't your call, but, in your opinion, with 

regard to your interaction with them, did you have concerns about the 
experience? I'm not saying anything other than they just potentially 
lacked the experience of serving in these high-threat posts. 

A Not with the RSOs, the acting RSOs. But with some of the 
ARSOs, some of the comments that I made, you could tell that it was 
over their head, so I had to dumb it down and say, okay, this is what 
I mean. Okay? 

And, basically, if they wanted to do something in particular, if 
I had a similar project, I would send them photos of a fence with razor 
wire on it, I'd send them a photo of a vehicle barrier, a drop-arm 
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bannien. So I would bring it down to that level justj you knowj to 
make sure that they understood what we were talking about and what they 
needed to implement for whatever project they were looking at. 

Q Had you ever served or worked with a facility where there 
were so many incoming ARSOs and RSOs? Did you find that to be a 
hindrance, or did it cause any issues with regard to the number of 
individuals who were coming to serve in that capacity? 

A Not for me. No. lust, you know, I took each one and 
basically, okay, I ' ve got a new name here, you know, okay, let me develop 
the rapport. And I realized, having done that myself, I realized that 
the TDY is, you know, it ' s a stressful thing and they were working 7 days 
a week, so I could see the need to have the rotation. 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q Let me ask this. You talked about doing these sort of 
outbound briefings with RSOs. And certainly we know that RSOs for 
long-term assignments do come in for consultations. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q Do you recall any TDY RSO that you actually met with that 
was going to Benghazi? 

A I don't recall any in particular, no. 

Q Okay. Do you recall meeting with before 

Tripoli Embassy reopened? 

A I want to say maybe. 

Q Okay. 

A But I know IP is usually very good at routing an RSO-type 
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through PSD for an out-briefing if they're here in Washington on 
consultations . 

Q Right. I guess just in all of our interviews we've never 
had an acting RSO tell us that they were ever in Washington for any 
type of consultation in any of our interviews with them. So that's 
why I'm exploring this. 

A Yeah. If they were here in Washington^ IP would get them 
over to see me, if they were here in Washington. But I don't remember 
any names jumping out at me in particular. So, you know, that's why 
I can't answer that. 

Q So this was your normal process. 

A This is the normal procedure that we follow in the office, 

yeah . 

Q Right. But Benghazi was not normal. 

A Out-briefing ARSOs and RSOs is a normal process that we 
follow in the office, even today. 

Q Even for short-term TDYs? 

A If they're in Washington and they're told to come through 
and get a briefing from us, by IP, then, yeah, we do the briefing. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q But do you recall specific meetings with RSOs who were going 
to serve in Benghazi? 

A I do not. 

Q Okay. And do you recall specific meetings with ARSOs who 
were going to serve in Benghazi? 
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A I do not. 

Q Okay. So, to the best of youn recollection, with regard 
to Benghazi, you don't recall meeting with any of the RSOs or ARSOs? 

A Correct. 

Q I want to turn to -- we continued our discussion about 
security standards in the last hour. And we had, again, a robust 
discussion, I think, on meeting the standards, meeting the OSPB 
standards and the SECCA standards to the maximum extent feasible. 

A Feasible. Possible. 

Q So, in your mind -- and I'm trying to reconcile -- if you 
would go back to exhibit 1, and on the first page, if you go down to 
the last paragraph of your email to and it 

starts with, "Since these are short-term, leased properties, 
identifying an office that will provide the funding to implement any 
upgrades will be an issue." 

A Uh-huh. 

Q And then if you go to the email exchange above that, 

sort of chimes in to you and And in the last 

sentence, he says, "Bottom line, we can make it happen using a 
field-expedient approach presupposing funding is available." 

A True. 

Q True. So I guess I'm trying to reconcile in my mind, how 
do you accomplish something to the maximum extent feasible if funding 
is not available or if funding is an issue? 

A Our normal process is OBO, security management, would 
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provide the funding for physical security upgrades to a facility. This 
was not our normal approach. These were short-term leased residences. 
OBO were not involved. So -- 

Q If I could stop you for 1 minute -- 
A Yeah. 

Q -- when you say OBO is not involved, is that an internal 
policy? Sort of, what dictates the fact that OBO does not get involved? 
A The length of the lease is normally how they will break that 

down . 

Q Okay. So that's an OBO -- 

A That's an OBO -- that's an OBO issue. 

BY MS. 3ACKSON: 

Q Rule or policy or procedure? 

A It's an OBO policy issue. 

Q Okay. 

A I'm not sure how they classify it. 

Q Okay. And how long did a lease have to be before OBO would 
become involved and make their money available? 

A I want to say a long-term lease. A short-term lease, 
normally they would require the owner of the property to make the 
upgrades and rotate those costs back into the lease and prorate it over 
the term of the lease. So they would recover those costs. Okay? A 
long -- 

Q Right. But what I'm -- 

A A long-term lease for OBO, okay, then they would step up 
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and provide the funding. 

Q But is that anything more than 6 months, a year, 5 years, 
10 years? What's the -- 

A For OBO -- 

Q In the State Department, what's the difference between 
short-term and long-term? 

A Short-term lease? 

Q Yes. 

A Okay. For OBO, I think it's 7 years or longer is a 
long-term lease. Short-term is, I think, less than 7 years. 

Q Did anyone, to your knowledge and experience, have the 
authority within the State Department to waive that requirement and 
say, OBO, you go pay for this? For example, could the Under Secretary 
for Management direct them to do that? 

A That's a question I have no knowledge of. 

Q Had you ever seen that done? 

A I have seen --in the Foreign Affairs Handbook, there are 
always -- what word am I looking for -- there are always -- 

Q Exceptions to the rule? 

A -- exceptions to the rule for things to be accomplished. 

Q And who would generally have the authority to grant the 

exception to the rule? 

Ms. Welcher . If you know. 

I 've seen it in the past. What I have been involved 


with is the chief of mission 
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Ms. lackson. Okay. 

Mr. -- has requested something be done until the due 

diligence catches up with what he wants done for a lease, for a piece 
of property. We don't want to lose it. It's perfect for our 
operation. Put it under a contingency lease. The chief of mission 
has that authority to go ahead and do that. And then the OBO train, 
with due diligence which would catch up. 

Ms. lackson . And who within Main State would have to bless that 
request by the chief of mission, if anyone? 

Mr. It depends where it was going, the pot of funding 

that would be responsible for it. In the case of a lease, it would 
be OBO, you know, at some level within the OBO family. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q Well, let me ask you this. Did specific embassies or 
countries have their own pot of money from which to draw? 

A No, I don't believe so. I don't believe so. 

Q Okay. 

A OBO provides all the funding for lease and household -- you 
know, for lease properties that has to come - - there ' s no pot of funding 
over here, no. 

Q Okay. So when we talk about leases that 

incorporate -- just so I'm clear -- that incorporate any physical 
security upgrades, that would be made within that lease. Does 
that -- the costs of -- 

A If we are going to require the landlord to make the upgrades. 
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then that scope of work should be included into the lease for our 
protection. 

Q How else are security upgrades funded other than through 

OBO? 

A There are different pots of money -- and we're getting into 
an area that I have a very limited knowledge of -- that are specifically 
designated for certain areas or certain countries. Andj you knowj I 
have no idea what those are. All I know is that we can get money from 
different pots. And in the pastj I have gone to NEA/EX and I say^ how 
about we split the cost 50/50? Sometimes that has worked on a request 
from a post. So I've been able to work some accommodations in the past 
to get projects done for an RSO at post when they wanted to do something 
andj okay, how do we fund it, how do we fund it. 

Q So, to follow up on that, if one wants to fund it, they will 
find the means to fund it within the State Department for physical 
security upgrades? 

A Yes. Yes. The reason I raise funding here is because 
physical security is one responsibility, residential is another 
responsibility, local guards is another responsibility. And each 
one -- well, I know local guards and residential, they do have their 
own pots of money. And PSD has also a pot of money. Because whatever 
requests came in here, I would look at the request and I'd say, okay, 
physical security, local guards. Like, guard towers would be a local 
guard force issue. Okay? 

So I would send the email upstairs and I would say PSD, PSD, local 
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guards. I saidj you knowj can we provide the funding? And 

normally we would getj "YeSj we can provide the funding." Where he 
got the money, I didn't ask. I just got the money. 

That was my job -- get the money, get it out to post as quickly 
as we can so the RSO could then start the necessary administrative steps 
on the ground to get the project moving. I would say, "You got the 
money. Go ahead, you know, talk to the contractor, get things lined 
up. It's coming." And, normally, we would have the money out to post 
within 24 hours. 

Q So just to come full circle, though, we talked about being 
able to perform or to implement physical security upgrades to the 
maximum extent feasible as long as there's -- and I'm going to add sort 
of a clause -- as long as there's money available. Would that be a 
fair statement? 

A Yeah. Yeah. The post can't -- they can't commit the U.S. 
Government to a project until it's been approved and funded back here 
in Washington. And I always stressed that with them. "Okay, let me 
work on the funding issue. You can do the preliminary workup." So 
when I get it -- I was always confident that I would get it. And I 
was never denied getting money for Benghazi. 

Q But let me ask you this. You were never denied, given that 
requests were minimal. Is that a fair -- 

A No. I was never denied on any request that came in. They 
were coming in with simple requests. 

Q Simple requests. 



1584 


98 


A They were coming in with simple requests. 

Q Had the requests been more complexj what would have been 
the response? 

A I would have deferred that upstairs. I says, uh-oh, how 
do we do this? 

Q So it comes back to as long as they made field-expedient, 
simple requests, those could be funded, or were funded. 

A Those were funded. Those were funded. 

Q Had they been more complex or more expensive -- 

A No, if they were more complex, it would've required more 
time. We had contracting rules then that had to be followed. If it 
was a dollar amount, let's say $100,000 to replace the perimeter wall, 
okay, do we have to let that out for bid? The contracting rules. And 
then there was no contracting officer, no one at post that had warrant 
authority to sign something like that, I believe. 

So that would have extended the whole process to get something 
identified, funded, completed. 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q In that timeframe analysis that you are focusing on, was 
it also a consideration, the short duration that you thought the 
Benghazi facility was going to be open? You wouldn't undertake 
replacing a perimeter wall if they were only going to be there for 
6 months, would you? 

A I would not have recommended replacing the wall. There are 
other measures that we could do, like raise the height of the wall with 



1585 


99 

razor wire or barbed wire or, on the inside, put a chain link fence 
up. There was chain link available on the local economy. And could 
we do that to strengthen the perimeter? Okay? 

Then you talk to the owner of the property and say, "We would like 
to do this. We'd like to extend the lease. We'd like to get this 
upgrade made. Would you do this to your property?" 

It just depends upon the circumstances and how best to proceed. 
If we had something that was more complex, then I would've had to take 
it upstairs for discussion. But we never reached that. 

Q Was it communicated to the RSOs on the ground in Benghazi 
that they should limit their requests -- 

A No. 

Q -- to field-expedient measures? 

A No. I said, you tell me what you need. You tell me what 
you need. And then I helped walk them through the process -- 

Q Okay. 

A -- knowing the conditions on the ground, how difficult it 

was to get a good contractor -- although we had 

lined up -- but the availability of materials, number one, but, more 
importantly, the contracting problem and the cost and how do you pay 
for that project, you know, because it was kind of a cash economy at 
that time. 

Now, I know there are provisions for offshore payments. So, I 
mean, that would not have stopped this, you know, if we had to move 
forward and basically go into something more complex. That would not 
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have stopped us. 

Q I just want to go back there for one momentj and then we'll 
move on. But you said that you never told the RSOs or ARSOs on the 
ground that they were limited in their requests, but I want to go back 
to exhibit 1. And in that last paragraph, in the second exchange, the 
paragraph that says, "Since these are short-term lease 
properties" -- but if you go to the next sentence, it goes, "In my 
opinion, since the Special Mission has a limited timeframe to operate 
in Benghazi, I would continue to support field-expedient measures and 
compound terrain features be considered to the maximum extent 
feasible." And then your initials are after that. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q I noticed up in the CC line, it went to a who 

was the TDY RSO at the time. 

Mr. Kenny. Is that established in this document here? 

Ms. lackson. It is not overtly established. Do you have any 
dispute to that fact? 

Mr. Kenny. Well, I just want to -- that's not as I understand 
it. 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q Did you understand that did a TDY in Benghazi 

at the time? 

A I don't recall the name. 

Q All right. If this language that I've just read that you 
wrote had gotten to the RSOs in Benghazi, is it possible that they 
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intenpneted it as that, that they could only ask fon a field-expedient 
measures and compound terrain features? 

A No. No. 

Q They would not interpret it that way? 

A They would probably come in to me for clarification, like, 
what can we do? Do you have any samples, do you have any ideas that 
we can implement? And that's where I would walk them through the 
process. Okay, what do you want to do, where do you want to do it, 
and how much is it going to cost. 

Q Did you ever have any conversations with about 

that the RSOs who were in Benghazi should be limited to requesting 
simple measures or field-expedient measures? 

A No. 

Q Never had any of that? 

A I don't believe I did. No. I never -- 
Q So if he communicated that to RSOs, he would be mistaken? 

A You'd have to ask him. I mean, you know, I never 

communicated that to him. 

Ms. lackson. Yeah, that's all I have on this. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q I want to turn to exhibit 3, which we discussed in the last 
hour. And, specifically, we talked about, in the third email exchange 
at the very bottom from to you and 

specifically the second sentence, "No upgrades are needed for Villas 


A and C. 
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And I'm trying to reconcile that position with the upgrades that 
were requested by the RSOs in December, beginning in late November and 
December, in which there were a series -- do you recall a series of 
requests being made -- 

A Uh-huh. 

Q --to you? 

A Yeah. 

Q And those requests consisted of -- and correct me if I'm 
wrong -- potentially sandbags? 

A Uh-huh. 

Q Do you recall sandbags? 
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A Fighting positions, yes. 

Q Connect. Do you necall jensey banniens -- 

A Uh-huh. 

Q -- being nequested cunbside? 

A Cunbside, yeah. I want to say they wene excess fnom the 
Bnitish Consulate that was closing. 

Q Do you necall dnop-anms being nequested? 

A I sent out design plans to have them done locally . Connect. 

Q Connect. Concentina wine being nequested? 

A Yeah. 

Q So I guess my question is, tunning back to, if those nequests 
wene being made in Decemben, why wenen't those upgnades made in 
August -- Duly and August, when we finst occupied the facility? So 
I'm tnying to neconcile no upgnades to, all of a sudden, all of these 
upgnades ane necessany. 

A I would attnibute that to the post and the ownen of the 
pnopenty becoming mone exposed to one anothen, mone knowledgeable of 
one anothen, and him seeing how we wene taking cane of the pnopenty, 
vice tnashing it, and he becoming mone comfontable with us making 
upgnades to his pnopenty. Because I know in the beginning, he was veny 
standoffish. As I said eanlien, only would give us penmission to do 
contain things. So I would attnibute that to the post effonts to wonk 
with the ownen of the pnopenty to get these upgnades done. 

Q Could it also be a situation whene you have fewen DS agents 
on the gnound in Benghazi than you did in August at the time? 
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A That, I don't know. No. I can't answer that. 

Q Okay. We talked a little bit --in the last hour my 
colleagues asked if you were aware of any requests that had been made 
for a physical security specialist to come do an assessment on what 
would be the new compound. Villas B and C. You do not recall? 

A I don't recall a request coming out of post. 

Q Okay. So I just want to draw your attention back to exhibit 
2, and specifically on page 5. It would be the sixth page, I believe. 
And it is an email exchange from -- again, it's a series of email 
exchanges, but this one on page 6, would be f rom 

and in which you are copied. 

Ms. lackson. Give the date. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q And it is a February 12th, 2012, email, 10:12 p.m., on a 
Sunday. And I'll give you a moment just to look at this since I know 
we're going deeper into the document. 

And specifically, I want to go to paragraph, the paragraph 
numbered 10. 

A Okay. 

Q So we'll go back on. Do you recall this email exchange, 
let me ask first? 

A No. I'm on the cc line, so, yeah, I got this. 

Q And let me just describe it. It's an email request sent 

by the RSO in Tripoli, -- correct -- 

A Yes. 
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Q -- whOj I believe^ was a supervisor. Correct? 
A I would think so, yeah. 

Q Okay. And you are cc'd on the email? 

A Uh-huh. 


Q But it's a list of requests, physical security upgrades that 
Benghazi had identified. Correct? 

A Correct. 


Q And in paragraph number 10, one of the requests is that, 
"RSO Benghazi requests additional security upgrades in support of the 
shift from three villa compounds to two, and have asked for a TOY visit 
by a facility security expert as soon as possible to help scope them," 
end quote. 

So do you recall, does that help refresh your recollection on a 
request being made? 

A Uh-huh. Okay. 

Q And do you recall, was a physical security specialist ever 
sent to help scope -- 

A No. 


Q -- the upgrades? 

A No, I was not. 

Q Did you travel to Libya in 2012? Do you recall traveling 


to Libya in 2012? 
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A I did with an OBO team to Tripoli. 

Q Were you requested to go down to Benghazi to help them scope 
their physical security upgrades? Do you recall being asked to visit 
Benghazi? 

A I believe the RSO raised it with me and I said, I'm here 
with the OBO team. I don't have orders to go. But I think he raised 
it with me when I was there with the OBO team doing that facility 
project. 

Ms. lackson. And do you remember when in 2012 that was? 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q Does March or April sound about right? 

A I'd say, yeah, March or April, because we were there with 
OBO and the Turkish contractor laying out the scope of work for the 
Tripoli Embassy compound that was, you know, just recently 
reestablished at another site south of the city by the airport. 

Q And do you know why -- and I'm not saying you -- but do you 

know why a specialist was not sent to Benghazi to help scope their 

upgrades? 

A I do not. 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q Going back to exhibit 4 for a minute or two, it was 
identified, or identified as lacking identifying documents. You have 
no inkling as to who the author of this document was. Is that correct? 

A It's hard to tell, but, no, I have no idea who did it. 

Q It appears it comes from Benghazi, and I say that based on 
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the very first line that's addressed to And it says, quote, 

"Here is our best effort to spin out a few more detailed options for 
a contraction of our footprint here in Benghazi." 

That leads me to believe that it was somebody on the ground in 
Benghazi that was the author of this. But you have no idea whether 
it was the principal officer, or the RSO, or -- 

A Well, I would say this is something that the RSO would not 
author but would contribute to. 

Q So on page 2 of exhibit 4, you -- when our colleagues were 
talking to you, they read you the line under option 1, Villas B and 
C, as the fifth bullet point down, that Villas B and C were the, quote, 
"Best option from a security perspective." And then it goes on to 
describe something more. 

And, again, I think they were trying to link this particular 
document, exhibit 4, with exhibit 5 and other things that were going 
on in December of 2011 when the decision was being made to extend 
Benghazi for another year. But I would like you to then -- and I believe 
you said at the time as to exhibit 4, that you relied on expertise on 
the ground and that the RSO would have contributed to this document, 
exhibit 4. Is that correct? 

A Uh-huh, yes. 

Q And, again, we've asked you this before, but, you know, to 
try and square that with exhibit 2 -- if I can find it -- where 

has written in saying, in the second section down on the first 


page, he writes to you, the -- I think it's the third sentence 
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ane also reviewing the decision to move out of Villa A. From a security 
perspective^ occupying Villa A puts us in a better shape than the 
current direction of decommissioning Villa A and remaining in Villa 
B and C. Improvements to Villa A and B pale in comparison to the work 
to be accomplished at Villa C/' end quote. 

And I want to take a couple of minutes and look at that. You had 
told us earlier that you thought Villa A was a very hardened facility 
for a residence. Is that correct? 

A Yes . 

Q But it had some exceptional qualities as a residence? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. We can infer that shared some of those 

sentiments with youj because he wanted to revisit the issue of retaining 
Villa A. Is that correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And he ' s also talking about j "Improvements to Villa 
A and Bj pale in comparison to the work to be accomplished at Villa 
C." And I think he later on in this, he provides a whole laundry list 
of things that he wants done to Villa C that he believes, in his opinion, 
his security opinion, need to be done to Villa C. 

Again, is he the type of person that you're going to rely on to 
do that, to make those recommendations? 

A Having not seen Villa C up close and personal, I would have 
to rely upon him and his professional opinion when he's on the ground 
making those assessments. So I would rely upon him. 
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Q Yeah. And so did you push at this time that when this came 
in in February of 2012, did you push on his behalf to have the powers 
that be in Washington change their mind about how they were going to 
consolidate the footprint in Benghazi? 

A I did not. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q Well, would that have been a position that you would have 
been in, or would you have communicated that to your supervisors to 
then have those discussions? 

A I would say that I laid out my opinion to in that -- 

Q In exhibit 1? 

A Yeah. I would say that's right. I think he knew. So 

knew, you know, my position on it, you know. I'm again, only 
a desk officer. That's my position. And that's what I told him. 

Q So we've talked --so moving away from the last hour, we're 
going to move into our -- 

A New hour. 

Q -- our new hour. 

Ms. lackson. Twenty minutes to go. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q Twenty minutes to go, the questions that we had prepared. 
But we talked a lot in our first hour -- well, we'd started to talk 
about discussions on -- and we've continued those -- on renewing the 
compound and which leases were going to be renewed, and terminating 


Villa A. 
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A Uh-huh. 

Q And do you recall, on did you even see the actual extension 
memo that was drafted by Assistant Secretary Feltman and approved by 
Under Secretary Kennedy? Do you recall ever seeing that memorandum? 

A I don't recall. I don't recall. 

Q So in terms of the references to security measures in that 
memorandum, you don't -- you were not consulted in those discussions? 

A I don't recall. 

Q While the witness is looking at the document, I will go ahead 

and identify it. It is State Department document SCB0049728. And it 
is an action memo for Under Secretary Kennedy from NEA Jeffrey Feltman. 
And the subject is: "Future of operations in Benghazi, Libya." 

And it's really the third page that I want to focus on. Starting 
with "Facilities." 

Ms. lackson. We can go off the record for a minute. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Ms. Betz. So we will go back on the record. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q And we are looking at an action memorandum for Under 
Secretary Kennedy which outlines the future of operations in Benghazi. 
And for purposes of the next series of questions, we will be looking 
at page 3, the second paragraph under "Facilities." 

And I want to draw your attention to a sentence in the middle of 
the second paragraph that starts with, "If you agree with this course 
of action, NEA will work with DS to rapidly implement a series of 
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connective secunity measunes as pant of the consolidation of the State 
footpnint. " 

Being a physical secunity specialist^ what does connective 
secunity -- what do connective secunity measunes mean to you? Is that 
a tenm that you use fnequently within youn job? 

A I think that ' s a tenm that would be used to look at the entine 
secunity pnognam in onden to identify deficiencies j vulnenabilities j 
and tny to get those connected. 

Q So have you heand of the tenm "connective secunity measunes" 
befone? 

A I havej but it's not a negulan pant of my dialogue. 

Q And I guess I ' m tnying to undenstand how connective secunity 
measunes nelate to the OSPB secunity standands and/on the SECCA 
nequinements . Could you explain on at least help us undenstand how 
connective secunity measunes nelate? 

A I think connective secunity measunes would be a collective 
tenm used fon local guandSj pnocedunalj physical^ technical. So all 
of those would be pant of the secunity package at post. And whicheven 
ones needed to be tweaked^ fixed, upgnaded, that would be a connective 
secunity measune. 

Q Would this have been, in youn opinion, would this have been 
an appnopniate time extension of the mission fon an additional 
12 months fon a discussion of the OSPB secunity standands and SECCA 
nequinements? So if the Mission was going to be extended fon an 
additional 12 months, would this have been an appnopniate time on a 
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good time to discuss the applicable security standards? It's no longer 
temporary. It's in place more than 6 months. You've got a facility 
that's going to be in place for a year. In your opinion. 

A I would think that would be a discussion held at a more 
senior level. 

Q By whom? 

A The people involved in making the decision to stay putj and 
all of those individuals involved in that decisionmaking process 
developing options for the approving authority. ThiSj in my opinion^ 
could have been the time to raise that as an issue. 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q Ms. Betz made a distinction between being in a place for 
approximately 6 months and then a decision being made to be there for 
at least a year. Did that trigger anything within your office as tOj 
you knowj trying to meet the OSPB standards? Was there anything known 
as occupying facilities as iSj without -- 

A We do that now sometimes. We occupy a facility as is and 
we go in and make the improvements after the fact. That has happened. 

Q Okay. And continues to happen? 

A Far less frequently now that more State Department folks 
are knowledgeable of SECCA and OSPB, especially on the OBO side. 

Q And who makes the determination that the State Department 
can go in and occupy a facility as is? Is there someone in the 
Department that has to make that decision? 

A Depending upon -- I would say the person at post would 
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be -- the first person at post that would weigh in on this would be 
the RSO. 

Q But does the RSO, they're the final decisionmaker? 

A No, they ' re not the final decision. They would be the first 

person at post that could weigh in, that would weigh in on that 
particular discussion. 

Q Who's the final decisionmaker? Who would be the final 
decisionmaker, if you know? 

Ms. Welcher . Well, let me -- 

A In all honesty, that's hard to say. Because if OBO has to 
provide the money to do the lease or the purchase, they may say no, 
that's -- no, we can't do that. We won 't do that. Okay. So it's hard 
to say who that final person is. But with all State Department 
facilities, OBO is the landlord. OBO, that would be a major lease 
action . OBO has to be involved early on in the planning for this . They 
have to be engaged. 

That's the first thing I tell an RSO, is OBO real estate area 
management involved in this initiative? Okay. Has your admin officer 
or GSO touched base with them in order to get them involved? Because 
we can't do anything unless OBO executes a major lease action that 
actually gives posts the approval to move forward. 

BY MS. 3ACKSON: 

Q But I think what you told us before is that those are only 
for leases that are 7-plus years. 

A Uh-huh. Yes. 



1600 


114 


Q I mean -- 

Ms. Betz. How does that happen fon those -- 

A On this one now, I don't know who paid the lease on this. 
I have no -- you know, I don't know who paid the lease. So I don't 
know who had a say in this facility. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q Well, and I guess what I was going to ask, does that decision 
on those recommendations become more complicated if you have RSOs 
changing every 30 days and every 45 days? If you have a different RSO 
serving in that capacity every 30 to 45 days, does that interaction 
become more difficult? 

A It becomes more difficult, but the clearinghouse is back 
here in IP. Okay. They're the ones that are trying to maintain the 
DS path forward. All right. So they should be the ones that are 
controlling that activity. 

If an RSO comes in and says, this, they go back and they say, okay, 
your predecessor said that. Can you revisit this issue and come back 
and let us know? All right. I would say IP would be the -- for DS, 
because they're the ones that actually were assigning folks out there 
and controlling it on a much more closer basis than I was. 

Q Well, let me ask you this: You've put a lot on DS/IP. Was 
their scope of responsibility more than just assigning RSOs overseas 
as it relates to overseas facilities? Because do their 
responsibilities exceed or are they more than just assigning diplomatic 
security agents to serve abroad? You've described their 
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decisionmaking as sort of broader than just sending people over. 

A Ohj the DS/IP is the control office for the RSO overseas 
from a DS perspective. That comes out of DS/IP. They are the hammer j 
if you willj for DS to make sure that the RSOs are doing all their 
paperwork and enforcing all of the security requirements and standards. 
DS/IP is the ultimate hammer with RSOs. 

BY MS. 3ACKSON: 


Q But did DS/IP have anything to do with the physical security 
upgrade program requests? 

A Wellj they would defer to me. They may have gotten the 
request in from the post. 

Q So they -- 

A And I wasn't on copy for itj or it didn't go to me. 
would make sure thatj all rights this is a physical security issue. 
I need to get this over into hands. 

Q So he would act as the funnel of information to the 

appropriate person. And if it was physical security upgrades^ he would 
funnel that to you? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q So I just want to show you what we'll call as Exhibit 1 y 
and this relates to the memo. 


[| 


Exhibit No. 


7 


Was marked for identification.] 
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Ms. Betz . And we'll go off the record before we deal with it. 
I will identify the document. It's State Department document 
C05578953. It is a series of email exchanges on which the witness is 
not a recipient, or sender, or on the copy line. I just wanted to ask 
him about it. 

And specifically page 2, at the top of page 2. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

A Okay. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q So turning to the email exchange that I want to focus on, 
it's from a --do you know who is? 

A No. 

Q -- to a Do you recall who is? 

A I think was NEA/EX. 

Q Okay. 

A Yeah, I think she was NEA/EX. 

Q Okay. And copied on it are DS staffers Do 

you know a 

A No. 

A 

A No. 

Exhibit No. 6 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q Okay. But the subject line is the future of Benghazi 
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operations. And that is the memorandum that we just discussed j which 
is identified as exhibit 6. And in itj I want to focus on a comment 
that's made from a to on the action for 

clearance. And specif ically^ "Acting PDAS clears the 

attached AM to M on the future of Benghazi operations with the comment 
that this operation continues to be an unfunded mandate and a drain 
on personnel resources," end quote. 

We talked a lot about the funding issues -- 

A Uh-huh. 

Q -- that were associated with the security, with being able 
to conduct or implement physical security upgrades. Do you -- are you 
aware of this comment? Let me just ask you that. 

A Now I am. 

Q So were you aware of this posture or comment at the time? 

Do you remember it ever being said or stated within DS circles? 

A I don't recall. I know it was an unfunded mandate, because 
I had to go out of -- I had to take extraordinary steps to get the funding 
for the guys on the ground to get the work done that they required to 
get done. 

Q So in your experience -- 

A In my experience, yeah, when you start sending people in 
TDY for 30, 45 days at a time, that's a drain on personnel resources 
because you're pulling them out of their other job functions, and 
basically, you're going out here and, you know, you're going to be out 
there for 45 days and this is your mission. Yeah. That -- whenever 
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you have a special TOY annangement like that, that has always been a 
drain on resources. 

Q And the unfunded mandate? 

A I think that that's an accurate comment, that -- just going 
on the record, that this is unfunded. So this way here, people that 
deal with those things know that it's coming out of somebody's hide 
somewhere, some pot of money is being drawn down in order to do this. 

Q Is this a reflection of your concerns? Would you say that 
this reflects your concerns with funding physical security upgrades? 

A No. 

Q So you believe that there was adequate funding for security? 

A I was never told no. So from my perspective, what I 

requested, I received. And I, you know, I was never told no. So -- 

Q So when you said, yes, this is an unfunded mandate, clarify 

what you meant by -- what was unfunded then? 

A An unfunded mandate is a requirement that is new and it 
hasn ' t been specifically identified in any budget plan . So it ' s coming 
out of -- coming out of a different pot of money, you know. I could 
give you an example, but I, you know, I don't want to -- 

Ms. lackson. Can I ask a question? 

Ms. Betz. Yes. 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q This says it's by acting PDAS Who's 

or who was he at the time in December of 2011? 

A I want to say was the -- in charge of 
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countermeasures . 

Q So he -- 

A And if he was actings he hadn't yet been confirmed. 

Q Or if he ' s the acting PDAS, is he the Acting Principal Deputy 

Assistant Secretary? 

A No. No, that's the director of DS. 

Q If that person was on vacation -- 

A He's the PDAS? 

Q -- can someone be named for them as the acting PDAS? 

A Yeah. Yeah. 

Q Okay. 

A One of the office directors could then be given that. 

Q All right. So at the time, was over 

countermeasures in December of 2012? 

A Yes. He was our --he was the acting PDAS, so he was, I 

would say, the acting director of DS and he was in charge of 
countermeasures . 

Q Okay. His permanent job was the -- 

A Countermeasures. 

Q -- countermeasures. And that was the office that was over 

your sub-office? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. So he was in your line of command? 

A He was up there. 

Q Okay. Was he the equivalent of Charlene Lamb, a Deputy 
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Assistant Secnetany? 

A I want to say maybe on that same staffing pattern. 

Q They were level? 

A I think they were the same. They were level. 

Q Okay. 

A Yeah. 

Q All night. 

Ms. Betz . And I think oun time is up. So our hour is done^ and 
we'll go off the record. 

[Discussion off the record.] 
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[1:43 p.m. ] 

Ms. Betz. It is now 1:43. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q We ended our discussion in the last hour talking about the 
extension of the mission into 2012. And I wanted to go back and clarify 
something that you had said I think a couple of rounds ago as it relates 
to the OSPB standards and SECCA. And you had notedj I think in the 
hour with our colleagues, that you were told that OSPB standards and 
SECCA did not apply to the man camp; am I correct? 

A Did not apply. 

Q Did not apply. 

So was that analysis then sort of used as it relates to the villa 
compound? 

A It carried over. 

Q Carried over. So basically -- and correct me if I'm 
misstating this -- but the thought would be that exceptions and waivers 
to OSPB and SECCA do not apply in Benghazi, generally? 

A When I was there, that's the -- 

Q Is that a fair characterization? 

A That's the guidance that I was given at that time. 

Ms. 3ackson. So SECCA and OSPB and the need for waivers and 
exceptions was not going to apply to any facility in Benghazi, 
regardless of its location; was that your understanding at the time? 

Mr. That was my understanding. 


Ms. Jackson. Okay. 
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BY MS. BETZ: 

Q Okay. I want to talk a little bit about SETL, the Security 
Environment Threat List rating. Are you familiar with -- 

A Oh, yeah. 

Q -- SETL? 

A Yes . 

Q And in your experience, is it a SETL threat that sort of 
guides the implementation of OSPB security standards? 

A Yes . 

Q Is that how it works? 

A Political violence would dictate the level of physical 
security measures that you would implement at a post because you have 
low, medium, high, and critical for the threat ratings. 

So low and medium would be -- some of the requirements are less 
stringent than the other requirements at the high and critical level. 

Q But is it a fair characterization to say that the SETL 
ratings help identify those countermeasures or physical security 
measures that would help mitigate that threat rating. Is that correct? 

A Yes. Because you would go to 12 FAH 6. You would look at 
the threat rating for your post. Then you would go to 12 FAH 6, and 
you go down to that threat rating for your post. Then it would give 
you the requirements for a stand-alone facility, tenant and commercial 
office space. Marine security guards, chief of mission residence, what 
the requirements are. 

Q Sole occupant? 
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A Sole occupant of a building. Yeah. All of that is public 
diplomacy, public libraries, that type of thing. So all of that is 
in there, and that's the baseline. That's the baseline that you use 
for the upgrades that you want to implement. 

Q And was there a SETL threat rating for Libya at the time? 

A Oh, I'm sure there was, yeah. 

Q Does critical -- critical for political violence sound -- 

A Well, with a civil war raging and the embassy closed, 
critical would probably be a starting point. 

Q Okay. And is critical the highest? I guess is that the 
most severe threat? 

A Yes. Yeah. 

Q And what types of OSPB security standards are typically 
implemented to address a critical SETL threat rating? Can you recall 
off the top of your head? 

A You've got 9-foot high perimeter barrier. You've got 
anti-ram measures. You've got access control measures. You've got 
hardening of the ground floor up to 16 feet with FEBR grill 

work . 

Ms. lackson. What does FEBR stand for? 


Mr. Forced entry ballistic rated. Okay? We have 

doors that are rated for that. Those doors --to have that rating, 
the doors are tested here in the United States by an independent lab. 
So the manufacturer, if they want to get on our approved list, they 
would send the doors to be tested to the independent lab, and they would 
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then do the assault on the door and time it to see how long it would 
last before they can get through. So once it receives that ratings 
then it's on our approved list and that's a good selling point for the 
door vendors. But it's been DS FEBR-approved . 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q But it's safe to say those measures are in place to help 
mitigate those kind of threats that are out there? 

A Those measures are in place to help the occupants of the 
facility evacuate into the safe haven, and it gives them time to collect 
the classified material, bring it to the safe haven for destruction. 
And the safe haven is protection. 

Court Reporter. Could you repeat that? 

Mr. protection. That's like, I would say 

this room would be hardened And everybody around here 

would be tunneled in here. And that's where you hunker down, and you 
wait for the police to come and restore law and order. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q When there are exceptions to the OSPB standards to mitigate 
critical threat ratings, in your experience, what types of measures 
are used, or have been accepted or approved that deviate from those 
standards that would mitigate a critical threat rating? Do you 
understand what I'm asking? 

A I have a kind of idea of what you are asking. If we can't 
meet -- 

Q If you can't meet the standards, what have been, in your 
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experience, some of the approved measures -- 

A The alternative applications -- 

Q -- that are suitable to mitigate a critical threat rating? 

A OBO security engineering branch would have a list of 
alternative applications based upon where you want to put the 
improvement. For example, if a window cannot accommodate 
FEBR-rated grill work, we can put grill work in, and upgrade 

that with additional bolts on either side, because that's what gives 
the strength to the grill, so it can't be pulled out, is the additional 
anchoring into the sides and the top and the bottom. They can also 
apply an epoxy to the hole that they make, and they can put bigger bolts 
in, so it's going to take a lot more effort to remove those grill works . 
That's a measure that we could incorporate when the structure cannot 
accommodate the FEBR-rated grill work, okay? 

But because we ' re not fully meeting the ^^^^^^|FEBR grill work, 
you need the exception because we ' re putting in the grill work . 

And then we identify the additional measures that we're doing with that 
grill work to get as close as we can to the standard. 

But, again, you'd need an exception to that. 

Doors, okay, DS-approved doors, if they're not on the list, then 
they're not FEBR-rated. However, we do have alternative 

products that are out there that post would come in with. 

in Libya was using European forced-entry security doors, 
and the ballistic rated glass. He used that at the embassy in Tripoli. 
So he had an alternative. But we still would have to get a waiver -- no. 
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an exception, an exception to that standard . But here ' s the mitigation 
of what we did. Because the products installed were not approved. 

Locally fabricated, we can do a heavy gauge door and OBO 

would have the design criteria for that door to be made locally and 
then installed. And, again, that would approximate but 

it's not approved. It's not the approved application. So, again, 
we'd have to have an exception to that. 

Q And are those exceptions typically field-expedient 
measures? 

A No. Those are more -- the field expedient is something 
that you have to look at what is available locally as far as the 
material, and the ability to fabricate that by a local contractor. 

Q Then help me understand: How do field expedient measures 
mitigate a critical threat rating? 

A Okay. You have the compound. It requires an anti-ram 
barrier on all vehicle approaches. Okay. An anti-ram barrier is 
either bollards or concrete planters, where you have a large subsurface 
excavation in order to put the concrete and the steel rebar that comes 
up, that gives the application above ground the strength to withstand 
a direct hit at ^ miles an hour. Again, a lot of it is determined 
upon the angle of approach, okay? Ours is ^ miles an hour at 
perpendicular. Okay? You can't do that, let's say, at the site 
because, number one, it's time consuming. Will the city allow it? 
What's below? Are there utilities running along the street here or 
under the sidewalk? Okay? 
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A field expedient measure to achieve nearly the same results would 
be surface-mounted jersey-type barriers that are placed down side by 
side with a steel cable linking three units together. So when it's 
hit, it may give a little bit, but it's not going to penetrate. Okay? 
And the three barriers linked together is a lot of weight per those 
jersey barriers, and you would do that down the entire line. That would 
be a field expedient measure that could be implemented basically 
overnight within 2 days as long as you had the concrete barriers 
fabricated and available to be delivered and placed down onsite. 

So that's a field expedient measure in lieu of putting in concrete 
bollards or concrete planters. 

Q But safe to say, I mean, what you describe is a pretty 
complex -- it's more than just a simple putting a jersey barrier in 
front of a compound; it takes some thought, planning, to create a 
field-expedient measure that would be suitable to -- 

A That's why I provide the guidance to the RSOs and to the 
assistant RSOs and I say, this is how you do it. And I go down each 
step one at a time. 

And I know because I've actually had to do it. When the consulate 
in leddah was attacked in 2004, myself and another member of our office 
was sent out there to help recovery operations. And we had to relocate 
jersey barriers that were already there out one lane of traffic. Well, 
we come to learn that you need to have the right type of lift and crane 
to lift these things out and relocate them. 

So I know what it takes. So I bring that experience into the 
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equation as I walk a junior officer through the process on how to do 
it and what some of the pitfalls may be and what to watch out for. 

Q And does that process become^ again^ more complicated if 
you have a series of RSOs that are coming in and picking up where the 
last RSO -- 

A It shouldn't be because I'm working with you to get this 
donej and you rotate out of postj but the project is already in process. 
So ideally, the guy that started it would have handed that off to one 
of his guys that are going to stay put to follow up. And this is how 
it's done. 

Q You said "ideally." Did that happen in Benghazi? 

A I would like to think so. 

Q Do you know so? 

A No. 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q Do you recall instances where a subsequent RSO sort of 
disagreed with something that was going to be done, improving the wall 
or building the guard platforms and basically said, you know, I don't 
want to do X, I would rather do Y"? 

A I don't remember having disagreements with any of them. I 
always tried to arrive at a resolution. 

You've identified a deficiency, a vulnerability. I don't want 
to fight with you. How do we fix it? How do we correct it? 

So I don't recall ever having a -- 

Q What about a reprioritization of projects? Do you recall 
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that ever happening? Let's not focus on, you know, putting in a chain 
link fence. Let's focus on getting additional cameras and lighting. 

A No. No. Once they propose a project, and I got the funding 
out there for them to utilize, it was their responsibility to 
prioritize --if they had several, it was their priorities to prioritize 
based upon the ability of their contractor to deliver and perform the 
work that they required. 

The same contractor may not have been involved with the fence or 
the security lighting, okay, that was another person coming in. So 
if you had the same contractor, though, and he had limited cleared folks 
that we were comfortable allowing on the compound to work, then that 
could have changed the timeframe in which it was done. 

There's just different factors on the ground that would dictate 
how best to proceed. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q Were the field-expedient measures that were implemented in 
Benghazi, were they of such -- I know "quality" is not the right 
word -- but were they of such magnitude to adequately mitigate the 
critical threat rating in Libya, in your opinion? 

A I believe the measures were that we -- yes, I believe that 
they were adequate. 

Q Adequate? 

A Yeah, I believe they were. 

Q To mitigate a threat? 

A Yes . 
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Q A critical threat rating? 

A Yeah. 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q Mr. did you read the Benghazi ARB when it came out 

in December of 2012? 

A I read through itj yes. 

Q You read through it. And I assumed you probably paid 

particular attention to the issues with physical security upgrades^ 
that part of it? 

A Yeah, I did. Yeah. 

Q I want to read you one of the findings of the ARB that's 
found at page 5 of the document. The document is 38 pages long, so 
I'm not going to ask you to review the whole thing. But one of the 
findings at page 5 said and, I quote: 

"The insufficient special mission security platform was at 
variance with the appropriate Overseas Security Policy Board (OSPB) 
standards with respect to perimeter and interior security. Benghazi 
was also severely under-resourced with regard to certain needed 
security equipment, although DS funded and installed, in 2012, a number 
of physical security upgrades." 

And he goes on to list several of them. 

And then it went on to say that: 

"Special Mission Benghazi's uncertain future after 2012 and its 
quote, 'non-status' unquote, as a temporary, residential facility, 
made allocation of resources for security and personnel more difficult. 
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and left responsibility to meet security standards to the working-level 
in the fields with very limited resources." 

Do you recall those sentiments being expressed in the Benghazi 

ARB? 

A To me? 

Q No. That the Benghazi ARB found that the security platform 
was at variance with the appropriate OSPB standards. 

A Wellj that's the decision that they arrived at after they 
conducted their investigation. 

Q Okay. And they interviewed you -- 
A Yeah. 

Q -- along with others? 

A Yes . 

Q In factj they interviewed you with other people from -- 

A OBO. 

Q -- OBO? Okay. 

A And the reason that I brought them in^ because I wanted them 
to hear directly from OBO that they did not provide funding for any 
security upgrades^ because the OBO guy says. What am I doing here? And 
I said. Well, I kind of dropped your name because I wanted them to know 
that, you know, your office was not involved in providing funding, which 
is my normal stream to go to for physical security upgrades at 
facilities . 

Ms. Betz. So you found that a problem that OBO wasn't funding 
physical security upgrades? 
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Mn. It was an impediment. It didn't stop the upgrades 

from being done and funded. Okay? But it was outside of my normal 
comfort zone to get things done. So I had to go via another route, 
which our folks upstairs, you know, the front office folks upstairs 
said make it happen, and the funding was made available. From what 
pot of money, I know not. 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q And they went on to find that DS funded and installed a 
number of physical security upgrades in 2012, but they also found that 
Benghazi was severely under-resourced with regard to certain needed 
security equipment. 

Do you agree with that finding of the ARB? 

A Define "equipment." I mean, we had vehicles there. The 
security technology folks were bringing in cameras, monitors, alarm 
systems and we were installing those. 

From my perspective, I thought that they were getting everything 
that was required out of our countermeasures section. Now other 
resources, a different question. I don't know. 

Q And one last exhibit to show you -- well, this is hopefully 
the last exhibit we'll show you in our waning moments -- that I am 
marking as exhibit 8. It's very short. 

Exhibit No. 8 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q And exhibit 8 is an action memo for Under Secretary Kennedy. 
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It's dated lanuany 24j 2012. But I would like you to look at the date 
stamp above it, because it's oun understanding that this was actually 
issued in January of 2013. 

It's an unclassified action memo. The subject: "Affirmation 
that Overseas Security Policy Board Standards Apply to All Overseas 
Facilities . " 

And we'll give you a minute or two to take a look at that. 

A Okay. 

Q Okay. First of all, would you agree from the other markings 
on this document that it likely came out January 24, 2013, not 2012 
of the typed date? 

A I can't comment on that. 

Q Okay. Do you remember seeing this memo whenever it came 

out? 

A I don't remember seeing it. 

Q Okay. Under "Background," it says, "The Accountability 

Review Board recommended that the Department should develop minimum 
security standards for occupancy of temporary facilities in high-risk, 
high-threat environments." 

Do you remember that finding of the Benghazi Accountability 
Review Board? 

A If it's an ARB recommendation, I read it. 

Do I remember it out of the 70-something -- was it 
76 -- recommendations? 

Q I think it may have turned into 70 taskings within the 
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Department, but there weren't that many recommendations. 

A Okay. But if it was in there, I read it, and I said, that's 
going to be interesting in how they implement that one. 

Q Well, let me ask you: Has the Department developed 
different minimum security standards for temporary facilities in 
high-risk/high-threat environments, to your knowledge, today? 

A I know several cables have gone out basically reiterating 
this as far as guidance. And I would have to pull those up. And I 
would have to look at the 12 FAH 5, 12 FAH 6 to get the latest guidance 
on that. 

Q So let ' s go up to the "Recommendation" portion of this memo . 
And the recommendation is to Under Secretary Kennedy, that he then has 
approved, "That you affirm our current policy that the interagency 
Overseas Security Policy Board's standards for facilities apply to all 
facilities, regardless of their nature (temporary, interim, or 
permanent)," end quote. 

When we look at this memo, we interpret it as prior to this memo 
being issued, something else was applying, because it says that they' re 
asking Under Secretary Kennedy to affirm a policy. 

And for us, as we read this, why would you have to affirm a policy 
if it was being followed? 

So it seems to us that this is like a reminder that's gone out 
to everybody that OSPB standards apply to all facilities: temporary, 
interim, or permanent. 

Is that how you read this memo? 



1621 


135 

A You have a facility, and you move into it. It's a temporary 
facility until you start making the improvements. 

Q And is that how facilities are treated to this day? Are 
they still considered temporary? 

A Well, you identify a facility and you want to move into it. 
The security upgrades do not happen immediately. They have to be 
designed, funded, planned, and then constructed. Okay? 

So you do -- nowadays, I want to say that they' re looking at having 
those improvements done before they move in. But -- and I run across 
this sometimes -- they have a facility that they have to -- they lost 
their lease on this, and they have to move into that. We need to get 
in there. We need office space. 

You get in there on a temporary basis, and then you start -- you 
know, you do what you can up front for access controls. And then you 
start doing the physical security upgrades as you line up the 
contractors to do it. 

Now, an interim facility could be a facility that you move into 
that is going to be the platform for several years until OBO finds land 
and builds a NEC. 

Q And N-E-C, NEC, is new embassy construction? 

A New embassy compound. 

Q Compound. 

A So the facility that you're currently sitting in would be 
an interim facility while the NEC is being designed and built. All 
right? 
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So an interim facility, any waivers or exceptions would go to the 
DS assistant secretary. For a permanent facility, any waivers or 
exceptions would have to go to the secretary. 

Q Exceptions as well as waivers? 

A No. I'm sorry. I'm sorry. SECCA. SECCA. 

Q Go to the secretary? 

A Go to the secretary . Okay? And this is what we try to work 
with the RSOs on when they say, okay, we have to relocate the GSO 
compound . 

Okay. You've got to put it on the embassy compound; and if you 
do not, then you have to get a SECCA waiver because it's not co-located; 
and whatever OSPB physical security standards are not satisfied, you 
would need an exception issued for those. 

So the permanent facility is where we're going to maintain shop 
for the future. Okay? An interim facility is a parking space while 
we wait for this thing to be constructed. Am I -- 

Ms. Betz. Oh, it makes sense. 

Mr. Okay. And a temporary one would be something that 

you move into and you start the process of converting it from temporary 
to interim and -- 

BY MS. lACKSON: 

Q But that is not what happened in Benghazi. 

A No. Benghazi was completely an unusual arrangement that, 
because of the nature of what it was, a special mission with a limited 
life span, go in there and do what we have to do to make it as secure 
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as we can in onden to allow those folks to operate within. 

Q Could Benghazi happen again? Could there be another 
special mission where you have to go into a country in the middle of 
a revolution? And would that facility be treated the same way that 
Benghazi was? 

A I hope not. But could it happen again? Sure. 

I meanj when I first started in the foreign service^ we did not 
put our people in harm's way that way. It was always the Department's 
policy to evacuatOj close down^ and get everybody out of that 
environment. lust close shop. 

And then when we go back in, you know, you get re-engaged or engage 
from offshore somewhere, an adjacent piece of property. But when I 
first started, it was always close down and evacuate, not put people 
into these environments. 

Q Okay. I want to go back to the background that, where it 
says "Diplomatic Security will recommunicate this long-established 
policy to all posts, as well as the need for a waiver or exception to 
applicable standards, and the process for obtaining a waiver or 
exception . " 

Today, in the State Department, for temporary facilities, when 
does that waiver or exception process begin? Or does it begin, for 
temporary facilities, post-Benghazi? 

A Well, the cable went out with the guidance for two or four 
of the posts. And I have not run across a temporary facility as such. 
I have had several instances where we were going to relocate to another 
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facility, but that could not be done until all the physical security 
upgrades had been installed, and the appropriate waivers and exceptions 
had been obtained and approved. Okay? 

Q And is that the same process you follow today with interim 
facilities? 

A Yeah. I would say, you know, everybody ' s erring on the side 
of extreme caution, that that would be the same. 

Case in point, Alexandria. They've kept that post closed until 
the replacement property is basically certified by OBO for occupancy. 
And as I said, that's about 80 percent complete. And normally, OBO 
security engineering branch folks go out to post, and they do an 
inspection of all the physical security measures in place. I intend 
to accompany them, you know, to give the DS blessing. But I have got 
to rely upon the security engineer. 

But you know they will make sure that the grill work is installed 
properly, the bolts are torqued. I mean, I haven't seen it, but I have 
been told that some of the engineers will bring a torque wrench with 
them to make sure that the bolts are torqued to the specs, especially 
with the doors, the security doors. But we'll go through and make sure 
that all the doors work, the alarms work, the vehicle barriers go up 
and down, the bollards, the pop-up bollards go up and down, the cameras 
work, all that works. And then OBO would issue a certificate of 
occupancy, at which time then the consulate folks can go in to reopen 
the post. So there's a process there. 

Q lust a couple more, and then we're going to wind up. 
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How did you learn about the attacks in Benghazi on September 11, 

2012 ? 

A I was watching television at home. 

Q You were at home? 

A My wife looked at me. She said. Weren't you just there? 
Weren't you there? And I said. Yeah. That's how I learned about it. 

Q Did you get contacted for any information regarding the 
physical layout? 

A Not that night. 

Q Did you later? 

A The next day, you know, basically that's when the, what we 
call taskers coming down from the front office, request for 
information . 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q So you didn't get any calls that evening about anything from 
anyone? 

A No. 

Q In the subsequent days, did you have any conversations with 
individuals outside of the State Department -- 
A No. 

Q -- with other agencies? 

A No. 

BY MS. 3ACKSON: 

Q Did you have any conversations with anyone from within the 
State Department who was on the ground that night, either in Benghazi 
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on Tripoli? 

A No. 

Q Before we finish what we believe are our final questionSj 

is there any question that we've asked you today that, as we broke for 
a short lunch, that you thought about that you would like to elaborate 
on or correct or clarify or expound on in any way? 

A No. I think I have given you my honest, forthright answers 
to each and every one. And when I did have a moment, I got a recess 
as I gathered my thoughts. But no, I don't have any. 

Q Is there any area that you thought we would delve into that 
we have not? 

A No. I think you've covered from A to Z. 

Q All right. 

A As I expected. 

Q Yes. 

Ms. Betz. So we'll go off the record. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Kenny. The time is 2:22. 

BY MR KENNY: 

Q Again, sir, thank you. I appreciate your patience as we 
shift into the afternoon hours here. 

In our final portion here, I would like to return to some of the 
topics we have been discussing, ask you some follow-up clarifying 
questions. We are going to jump from topic to topic. I will start 
with, just real briefly, discussing -- we had an extensive back and 
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forth with you and my colleagues on your views of Villa A versus, 
perhaps, your lack of visibility into Villa C, lack of awareness of 
Villa C. 

And I would just like to ask, before you arrived in Benghazi, were 
you aware that the special envoy had relocated from the hotel to another 
facility? 

A Yes . 

Q Do you recall why they relocated? 

A Because of the car bomb out front of the hotel. 

Q Okay. And a car bomb, was that a threat that was something 

that was considered a serious threat at the time in Benghazi? 

A I believe so. 

Q Okay. And was there a vulnerability, a particular 
vulnerability at the hotel with respect to the car bomb? 

A I believe so. 

Q Okay. And so when they moved to what ultimately became 
Villa A, was it your understanding that that facility provided some 
improvement over the hotel compound with respect to the threat of a 
car bomb, vulnerabilities of car bombs? 

A Oh, absolutely. Absolutely. 

Q And you had mentioned that you thought at the time --so 
VBIEDs, or we refer to them as vehicle-borne lEDs, that was considered 
a serious threat in Benghazi at the time? 

A I'm not -- it happened. I'm not sure if that was the first 
or the second or the third. I just don't know. But when you have a 
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can bomb go off in front of your facility where you are staying and 
the hotel is not implementing any type of measures to counteract thatj 
then you've got a vulnerability there that you need to look at 
relocatingj and that's what they did. Because if the car bomb was an 
acceptable method of attackj then you've got to reduce your 
vulnerability and get somewhere where you had setback and control. 

Q So let's talk a little bit more about setback^ because our 
understanding is that the compound at Villa A provided some advantage 
to the hotel with respect to setback and access control. Is that your 
understanding? 

A I don't know anything about the hotel. I wasn't involved 
with that. That was another member from my office. 

Q Okay. You were asked some questions about maps and layouts 
of facilities in Villas A, B, and C. You had indicated in a previous 
round -- 

Wellj first let me ask it this way. So setback is one of the 
requirements of SECCA. It is also an OSPB standard. It has been 
incorporated into OSPB; is that your understanding? 

A 100-foot of setbackj I want to say, started off in OSPB 
standards, and it's now codified in SECCA. 

Q Okay. So the other way around. Got it. 

And is one of the reasons to have setback and why it helps improve 
the physical security of a compound because, one reason, is that it 
helps guard against the threat of a VBIED? 

A Well, what it does is, it helps protect the occupants of 
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the structure from the effects of blast, because it's been proven by 
DOD and other agencies that the more distance you have between the site 
of the blast and where you are, the shock wave dissipates over distance. 
So 100 feet was the standard that the Department came up with and in 
cooperation with the agency and DOD after the '82, '83 bombings in 
Kuwait and Beirut. That's how the 100-foot setback came about. 

Q And you mentioned in a previous round that your 
understanding of Villa A was that not all the facilities on that 
compound met the setback requirement. Is that right? 

A No. There's only one building there. It was the house. 
And the back side of the house was about 35, 40 feet, I want to say, 
from the back of the building to the perimeter wall, and that perimeter 
wall, the neighbors were on the back side. So the back of their houses 
faced that wall . What the distance was, I don 't know. I don 't recall. 

Q But that other space in the neighbor's compound, that was 
an uncontrolled space? 

A Yeah. 

Q Okay. And your understanding, then, of Villa C, did you 
understand or have an understanding of whether or not that particular 
facility or the facilities on that compound met the setback 
requirements? 

A I would have to look at the map. 

Q Okay. 

A I just don't recall. 

Q Okay. Well, actually, I can help you a little bit. If I 
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can refen you back to -- I see you have your stack of exhibits there. 
If you go to exhibit 4. 

If you go to page 5, it appears to be a schematic of compounds 
B and C, and it also appears to include Villa A as well. 

A Uh-huh. Okay. 

Q So in looking in this document -- wellj first. Villa C, if 
you look on all four sides, does it appear, as you sit here today, that 
Villa C met the setback requirement? 

A It did because we controlled the property immediately 
adjacent on the one side. 

Q Okay. And as you sit here today and you look at the 
schematic for what is described as Villa A at the bottom of the page, 
did that facility meet the 100-foot setback requirement? 

A It did not because Villa A, 21 meters of setback was about, 
I don't know, some 60-some feet. Or it has to be. Anyway, no. 

Q Okay. So at least from the perspective of setback, which 
is both a requirement under the OSPB standards as well as a SECCA 
requirement, it appears that Villa C at least provided one security 
requirement over Villa A; is that accurate? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. And that would have helped guard against any sort 
of explosion that would have occurred in or around the compounds? 

A Setback helps with the protection of folks. 

Q Okay. So the more setback you have, the better the 

security? 
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A The more you have, the better it is from the effects of the 
shock, the shock wave. 

Q Okay. So at least from that perspective. Villa C was better 
than Villa A? 

A Yeah. 

Q Okay. Dust moving on briefly now to the discussion of 
funding. And we've had an extensive back and forth on this in the last 
2 hours. I will continue that with you again. And just note at the 
outset here, you were asked about some sections of the Accountability 
Review Board's final report. And I just wanted to note for you that 
the ARB did cite some of the efforts of the individuals in the Diplomatic 
Security Bureau to secure funding for physical security upgrades. And 
I believe that that may have applied to you. So I just wanted to note 
that -- you or your team. So I just wanted to note that at the outset. 

And first, I would just like to understand, we talked about 
funding from OBO, funding from other sources . Your office, the program 
coordination branch, did not have a dedicated funding stream for 
physical security upgrade projects. Is that right? 

A True. 

Q Okay. And could you just, for our benefit -- or there may 
be some historical reasons for that, can you just briefly describe for 
us why that's the case? 

A Yeah, I can. When DS was right-sized in the early '90s, 
what they did is, they looked at those offices that had employees that 
were doing activities that were duplicated by other folks in other 
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offices. So when we were night-sized^ what they did iSj they moved 
the security funding for overseas upgrade projects from DS/PSD over 
to OBO. DS/PSDj then, was able to eliminate the contract personnel 
that they had in there for contracting and other activities that would 
be related to that. So they were able to reduce that. And DS/PSD 
then -- PCB became an oversight office to ensure compliance with the 
standards that the projects being proposed by the RSOs made sense, you 
know, could be implemented. And then coordinated the activities 
between the post and OBO to get them funded and implemented. 

So it was done when we were right-sized. That activity was moved 
over, over to OBO as far as contracting and money management -- 

Q Okay. Sure. 

A -- for physical security upgrades at existing facilities 

overseas . 

Q So did you have any direct authority over funding as it 
related to physical security upgrades? 

A No, no. 

Q Okay. And so that resided then within OBO? 

A OBO -- OBO has the ultimate authority to approve and fund 

the projects. Okay? Now we would weigh in with our recommendation. 
And based upon the threat environment at post, and what's going on in 
the region, I would always add that to our support for a post-proposed 
project -- 

Q Okay. 

A -- to make it harder for them to say no. 
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Q Okay. And did they even say no? 

A Nonmallyj OBO is very good when it comes to perimeter 
security, anti-ram measures, and access controls around the perimeter. 
They are normally very good with approving the project. 

Q Okay. So normally -- so there are some circumstances or 
instances in which a request might not be fulfilled? 

A Well, they may have to prioritize it. Let's say a request 
coming in from Cairo is going to get higher consideration than a request 
coming in from Milan, for example, lust for an example, okay? 

Okay, Cairo Milan 

So, you know, can we defer the project in Milan and roll that into 
another project that we have planned 2 years down the road as a physical 
security upgrade project, which OBO does at some older posts, some 
legacy posts, where they will identify a post. They put together a 
number of requests and they say, well this now qualifies for a physical 
security upgrade project which they will then handle separately. 

Q So in the last hour, you had mentioned a few different 

sources of funding. You had indicated there was an LGP -- 

A Local guard program. 

Q An LGP pot of money as well as you indicated a residential 
pot of money? 

A Residential security pot. 

Q Who controlled the residential pot of money? 

A It's shared between OBO, once again, and DS. It's my 

understanding that if we own the property, OBO does the perimeter 
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upgrades and the access control upgrades and DS would provide the 
funding for any improvements from the facade in; in other wordSj the 
grill work in the windows^ a safe haven up in the family quarters or 
something like that. So it's kind of a shared responsibility. 

Q Okay. And within DS, was there a particular office that 
controlled the residential funding? 

A Residential security, yes. 

Q Residential security. And where did that sit within DS? 

Was that under International Programs? 

A That was under IP, yeah. 

Q Okay. So residential security and residential security 
funding was a suboffice within DS/IP? 

A I assume so. Yeah. 

Q Do you recall whether there was any discussions about 
seeking funding from that particular pot of money with respect to 
physical security upgrades in Benghazi? 

A Well, I think in regards to guard posts, elevated guard 
posts, okay, let ' s see if LGP will fund that local guard program because 
this is in support of their folks. 

Q And did they? 

A I don't recall. I don't recall. 

Q Did residential security provide funding for that 
particular project? 

A I don't recall. I'd have to have a look at the files. 

Q Do you know the disposition of any request that may have 
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come in requesting elevated platforms for Benghazi? 

A I think that was an issue that was discussed as far as 
elevated guard platforms once they got a guard force in place. But 
I'm not aware how far that went along in the planning process. 

Q Okay. 

A I think it may have been discussed as -- you knowj I think 
I recall seeing something here^ $800 for a guard platform. Wellj 
that's probably going to be pretty shabby, made of plywood. I mean, 
something. You need in that environment, you need something more made 
out of metal, gates going up. But as an interim quick 

fix, they could put something together if plywood was available. It 
would just depend. 

Q But you don't know the status of that request? 

A I don't know. 

Q Okay. That's fair. 

So in describing these several different pots of money that were 
available to you, if you needed funding -- 

A Well, there was only one pot of money available to me for 
physical security upgrades, and that was our budget and finance guy 
upstairs, Now where he got the money, I don't know. 

All I said is, I need $12,000 or $15,000 or $28,000. Whatever 
the request that came in that morning, whatever that amount was, I would 
make sure that I got it up to him and the division chief. And I'd say, 
you know, this is the request from Benghazi. We need to get on this 
right away. Let me know as far as funding. 
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Q Did you manage any budgets within your office? 

A No. 

Q Did you have any visibility into any of the budgets? 

A No, nothing with budget. 

Q So you may not know the status of funding within any of these 
particular pots of money? 

A Well, from the physical security, I would get an email back. 
You know, it's been approved. And I would then reach out to the RSO. 
And I'd say, okay, project approved funding to be provided. Stand by. 

Q Okay. I'd like to move on to the standards and the SECCA 
requirements. I had a discussion with you previously, earlier today 
where I asked you to clarify a comment that you'd made earlier about 
a decision being made at a senior level. And I'd asked the question 
with respect to OSPB standards. And I would just like to clarify my 
comment as well, or my question to you, that when you said that there 
was a decision made at the senior level with respect to SECCA waivers, 
what you meant by "senior level . " And if it was the same as the response 
you gave to my question about the OSPB standards. 

A Well, when I say a senior level, I'm talking folks that are 

above me. All right? To me, that's a senior level. Okay. Middle 
management. 

Q So you weren't refer referring to a particular individual? 

A No, not at all. I'm not sure where those decisions may have 
been discussed or arrived at. But mid-level, you know, not -- senior 
in this environment, I'm not talking about the upper echelon folks. 



1637 


151 

Q So mid-level, would that be below the Deputy Assistant 
Secnetany level, in youn view? 

A Yeah, I think so. 

Q I'd like to ask, you made, I think at several points today, 
the comment on the statement that any request that you received that 
you did your best to fill or to that effect. 

A Yes . 

Q I just wanted to ask, in the context of our discussion about 
OSPB standards, was there any request for a physical security upgrade 
that you did not meet because you had been told that OSPB standards 
did not apply to Benghazi? 

A No, no. 

Q Okay. If we could just turn to Exhibit 8. 

Real briefly, this is the action memorandum for Under Secretary 
Kennedy. 

A Okay. 

Q It's an affirmation of what is characterized here as a 

current policy regarding OSPB standards and to which facilities they 
apply. 

Our understanding in this space is obviously limited, sir. You 
have an extensive career, a lot of experience in applying these 
standards at particular facilities. We have reviewed several reports 
on physical security at the State Department over the years, IG reports, 
GAO reports, and have noted that even the most in-depth look into 
physical security seems to be met with some understanding of how 
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difficult these standards are to -- well, we'll put it this way: 

So when I look at a document like this, in my mind, on in my view, 
this is an affirmation of something that's a current policy, but it 
may not be a current policy that's widely known throughout the 
Department. And so, my understanding of that is based on having seen 
some reports that say the physical security standards, whether they're 
in an RSO handbook or whether they're in the Foreign Affairs Handbook, 
or they're in the Foreign Affairs Manual, the effort requirements may 
be indicated in different places, and sometimes they're not always 
consistent. 

So my question to you, what I would like to ask is, whether you 
have any comment on that in terms of the clarity before this memo was 
sent out as far as which standards applied to which facilities based 
on how they're characterized or designated. 

A Well, there's only one source for the physical security 
standards. It's 12 FAH 5, which is unclassified, and 12 FAH 6, which 
are the OSPB standards. And that is where you tell RSOs to go to for 
guidance and what is applicable to what they're looking at. That is 
where the standards are: 12 FAH 5 or 12 FAH 6. 

Q Okay. 

A Now there may be -- there's no -- the RSO handbook, I 
haven't seen that in many, many, many years so I can't comment on what's 
been updated in that. But in RSO documents in the past, you will always 
be referred to the Department policy on physical security standards. 
Please see -- in the old days, it was the PSD blue book; then it was 
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replaced by the OSPB red book. 

Q Okay. And I think that makes sense. Also understanding 
that your day-to-day job was physical security for so many years. And 
it sounds like if an RSO had a question to you, you would refer them 
to one or two places. 

A Or I'd look it up for them, and I'd get back to them, and 
I'd email them the appropriate chapter and verse. 

Q But if you were an RSO at post and you were looking for 
support for these things, you have these two sources you just 
identified. It sounds like there may be some other documents as well, 
RSO security handbook and some other documents, places to rely on? 

A If there is an RSO security handbook, under physical 
security, they would be referred to where they should go, 12 FAH 5, 
12 FAH 6. 

Q But you have never set those different documents side by 
side to see, for instance, if there were differences in terms of -- 

A No, it would be the same. 

Q Okay. To your understanding, okay. 

lust a few more cleanup questions. 

We talked about the Accountability Review Board. You 
mentioned -- you thought that there were a lot of recommendations that 
came out of that? 

A I thought there were, but -- 

Q For instance, 29 recommendations made by the Accountability 
Review Board accepted by the State Department. Those were subdivided 



1640 


154 

into numerous taskings, I guess, that went out to the relevant offices. 

Is your sense -- at the time, had you reviewed the ARB 
recommendations at any point? 

A I read over it because we were already doing, you know, 
implementing a lot of the corrective actions. 

Q After the ARB report was issued, have you continue to work 
in a physical security capacity at high threat posts? 

A Yes . 

Q Is your sense that the ARB recommendations have helped with 
respect to physical security at high threat posts? 

A Absolutely. 

Q Okay. Can you explain why? 

A State Department employees are much more knowledgeable now 

of SECCA and OSPB physical security standards. And the folks that I 
deal with the most in the overseas buildings office, they always ask 
for the DS opinion on what they're doing on any project development 
initiatives to the point, you know, they're inviting us to go out with 
their survey teams. And DS, what do you think about this? You know, 
they'll look to us to. When we get to a facility, DS, what do you think 
about this? And if DS turns it down, then it's not going to happen. 

Right now, DS and OBO Fire are -- you know, they can kill a project 
like that. OBO Fire, there's no waiver or exception process for OBO 
Fire. So if -- 

Q What is OBO Fire? 

A That's the fire safety guys. 
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Q Fine. 

A They will go out with the team as well. And they'll look 
at a facility. And if it doesn't meet the OBO requirements for fire 
exits, emergency fire suppression systems, that type of life safety 
issue, then they can turn a site down, no questions asked. We move 
on . 

DS now, as I was saying earlier, in the case of Alexandria, we're 
doing a new consulate there in a tenant and commercial office space. 
And we looked at 29 different facilities before we settled on the one 
that we got, which is a wing of a hotel. But, again, "DS, what do you 
think?" I said. There's a lack of setback. Okay. 

Q In the beginning of your response, you mentioned the one 
upshot of the Accountability Review Board was that people were more 
aware . 

A They're more attuned to the security requirements, yeah. 

Q To the security requirements. And I just would like to 

refer back to exhibit 8, which is again the Action Memo for Under 
Secretary Kennedy, and ask in your view whether you view that as part 
of that process that has been helping you inform Department personnel 
of the existence and applicability of those security standards? 

A It appears that way. 

Q Okay. In your view, as you sit here today, is the 
Department doing a better job at keeping its personnel safe? 

A Absolutely. 

Q And those improvements have been put in place in the wake 



1642 


156 

of -- some of those improvements have they been put in place in the 
wake of the attacks of Benghazi? 

A I would say yes. I would say yes. We always get 
improvements after we have an incident overseas. In '98, East Africa 
bombings, things improved dramatically and they continue to improve, 
you know, right along up until the present day. 

Q And in any of these environments you described how the 
Department operates and perhaps different environments today than it 
has in the past. In any environment, are you ever able to completely 
eliminate the risk to personnel there? 

A No. 

Q Okay. 

A No. 

Q So I would just like to put that into context. 

You were asked a question of whether you felt Benghazi could 
happen again, and you responded that, sure, it could. 

A Sure. 

Q Could I ask, just to put that in the context of your comment, 

that eliminating risk completely -- 

A Well, not eliminating it. Reducing it. That's the key. 
There's always risk overseas. You cannot eliminate that, but you can 
reduce it. And how do you reduce it? You make your facilities harder 
to penetrate, harder to attack. 

Q When you mentioned, though, that an instance like Benghazi 

can happen again, in your view, what more could the Department do to 
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help prevent an occurrence like that from the physical security side? 

A From a physical security side? I think the Department now 
is making the strides necessary by identifying facilities that need 
to be replaced with new office buildings, new embassy compounds. So, 
I mean, that's a tremendous stride forward compared to the way the 
Department used to build NOBs years ago because there was no funding 
made available. Now that's changed. There is the political will to 
provide the funding for new embassy compounds to be built overseas. 

Q And you referred just a second ago to an acronym, NOB? 

A New office building, new embassy compound. New office 
building is a term that was used, and then they upgraded it to a new 
embassy compound. 

Q So is it your view then that the Department either has or 
is in the process of taking steps in order to prevent another Benghazi 
from occurring? 

A Both. They have, and they are taking steps every day to 
prevent Benghazi. 

Q Okay. And from a physical security side, is there more that 
could be done? 

A I think we're doing -- I think we're doing what we can do 
right now, based upon what -- 

We're doing what we can do for our properties. Can we do more? 
That would require doing things outside of our property line in 
cooperation with the host government. And normally, they usually say 


no. 
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Q Okay. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Kenny. We will go back on. 
BY MR. KENNY: 


Q Before I shift into the next section^ I just have one or 
two quick questions I can ask you. 

You referred earlier to an interior chain link fence project. Do 
you know the disposition of that project? Do you know whether that 
was ultimately -- 

A I want to say that was installed with razor wire atop^ yeah. 

Q And do you know that because -- 

A I have pictures. 

Q You received pictures indicating it may have been built. 

A Yeah. 

Q Okay. So to your understandingj that project had been 
completed? 

A Yes . 

Q Do you ever recall an email or communication from the RSO 

in Tripoli about that project? 


A No. 


Q Okay. So do you recall whether anyone in Tripoli had, for 
instance, recommended against that project? 

A That I don't recall. 

Q Or that they may have requested that the scope of work be 
changed in some way to focus on the perimeter wall as opposed to an 
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intenion fence? 

A That I don't recall. I don't recall. I know that with the 
interior fence, I recall that the owner of the property didn't want 
anything being done to the perimeter wall. So I said, okay. What we 
need to do is reduce your perimeter, okay? And put up a secondary 
barrier around the property, around the structure, to provide an 
additional layer of protection. 

Q Subsequent to the attacks, have you learned whether or not 
that fence project was completed? 

A No. 

Q For instance, do you recall hearing anything about the 
timeline of the attacks and how the attackers entered the compound, 
that the interior chain link fence played any role? 

A I am not aware of anything, no. 

Q We talked a little bit about the interplay between your 
office and the RSO, the security officers in the field. In your 
communications with RSOs or ARSOs in Benghazi, did any of them ever 
tell you that the special mission at Benghazi was a suicide mission? 

A I don't recall. I don't recall that. I don't -- yeah, I 
don't recall anybody going on paper with something like that. 

Q Did any of them ever tell you that they have been told not 
to raise concerns about security staffing in Benghazi? 

A No. 

Q Did any of them tell you they feared retaliation if they 
advocated for security staffing or physical security upgrades to the 
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mission? 

A No. 

Q At this point j we'll shift into oun final portion. And let 
me just begin by saying that there have been a series of public 
allegations that have been made about the attacks in the 3-1/2 years 
now since the attacks occurred. And what we'd like to do is ask youj 
as we've asked other witnesses^ whether you have any firsthand 
knowledge to support those allegations. And we're not looking for you 
to speculate j but if you do have any information to support those j we'd 
obviously welcome that. 

There's several here. So if you don't have any evidence, we'll 
just note that, and we'll move on to the next allegation. 

The first one is, it has been alleged that Secretary of State 
Clinton intentionally blocked military action on the night of the 
attacks. One Congressman speculated that, quote, "Secretary Clinton 
told Leon (Panetta) to stand down," closed quote. This resulted in 
the Defense Department not sending more assets to help in Benghazi. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton ordered 
Secretary of Defense Panetta to stand down on the night of the attacks? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton 

issued any kind of order to Secretary of Defense Panetta on the night 
of the attacks? 

A No. 

Q I will move to the next one. 
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It's been alleged that Secretary Clinton personally signed an 
April 2012 cable denying security to Libya. 

The Washington Post Fact Checker evaluated this claim and gave 
it four Pinocchios, its highest award for false claims. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton personally signed 
an April 2012 cable denying security resources to Libya? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton was 
personally involved in providing specific instruction on day-to-day 
security resources in Benghazi? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton misrepresented 

or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi to his own 
people in order to garner support for military operations in Libya in 
spring of 2011. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton misrepresented 
or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi to his own 
people in order to garner support for military options in Libya in 
spring 2011? 

A No. 

Q It's been alleged the U.S. mission in Benghazi included 
transferring weapons to Syrian rebels or to other countries by a 
partisan report issued by the House Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence found thatj quote^ "the CIA was not collecting and 
shipping arms from Libya to Syria/' closed quote, and that they found. 
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quote, "no support for this allegation," closed quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the House Intelligence 
Committee's bipartisan report finding that the CIA was not shipping 
arms from Libya to Syria? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the U.S. facilities in 

Benghazi were being used to facilitate weapons transfers from Libya 
to Syria or to any other foreign country? 

A No. 

Q A team of CIA security personnel was temporarily delayed 

from departing the Annex to assist the special mission compound on the 
night of the attacks, and there have been a number of allegations about 
the cause of and appropriateness of that delay. 

House Intelligence Committee issued a bipartisan report 
concluding that the team was not ordered to, quote, "stand down, " closed 
quote, but that instead there were tactical disagreements on the ground 
over how quickly to depart. 

Do you have any evidence that would contradict the House 
Intelligence Committee's finding that there was no stand-down order 
to CIA personnel? 

A No. 

Q Putting aside whether you personally agree with the 

decision to delay temporarily, or think it was the right decision, do 
you have any evidence that there was a bad or improper reason behind 
the temporary delay of the CIA security personnel who departed the Annex 
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to assist the Special Mission Compound? 

A No. 

Q A concern has been raised by one individual in the course 
of producing documents to the Accountability Review Board damaging 
documents may have been removed or scrubbed out of that production. 

Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
removed or scrubbed damaging documents from materials that were 
provided to the ARB? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
directed anyone else at the State Department to remove or scrub damaging 
documents from the materials that were provided to the ARB? 

A No. 

Q Let me ask these questions also for documents that were 

provided to Congress. 

Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 
removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials that were 
provided to Congress? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that CIA Deputy Director Michael Morell 

altered unclassified talking points about the Benghazi attacks for 
political reasons, and that he then misrepresented his actions when 
he told Congress that the CIA, quote, "faithfully performed our duties 
in accordance with the highest standards of objectivity and 
nonpartisanship," closed quote. 
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Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Mike Morell gave 
false or intentionally misleading testimony to Congress about the 
Benghazi talking points? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Morell 

altered the talking points provided to Congress for political reasons? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that Ambassador Susan Rice made an 
intentional misrepresentation when she spoke on the Sunday talk shows 
about the Benghazi attacks. 

Do you have any evidence that Ambassador Rice intentionally 
misrepresented facts about the Benghazi attacks on the Sunday talk 
shows? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the President of the United States 

waSj quotej "virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief," closed quote, on 
the night of the attacks and that he was, quote, "missing in action," 
closed quote. 

Do you have any evidence to support the allegation that the 
President was virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief, or missing in action 
on the night of the attacks? 

A No. 

Q It's been alleged that a team of four military personnel 

at Embassy Tripoli on the night of the attacks were considering flying 
on the second plane to Benghazi but were ordered by their superiors 
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to, quote, "stand down," closed quote; meaning to cease all operations. 
Military officials have stated that those four individuals were instead 
ordered to, quote, "remain in place," closed quote, in Tripoli to 
provide security and medical assistance at that location. 

A Republican staff report issued by the House Armed Services 
Committee found that, quote, "There was no stand-down order issued to 
U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who saw to join the fight in 
Benghazi," closed quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the conclusion of the House 
Armed Services Committee, that there was no stand-down order issued 
to U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight in 
Benghazi? 

A No. 

Q Last one. 

It's been alleged that the military failed to deploy assets on 
the night of the attacks that would have saved lives. However, former 
Republican Congressman Howard "Buck" McKeon, the former chairman of 
the House Armed Services Committee, conducted a review of the attacks 
after which he stated, quote, "Given where the troops were, how quickly 
the thing all happened, and how quickly it all dissipated, we probably 
couldn't have done more than we did," closed quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict Congressman McKeon 's 
conclusion? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the Pentagon had military 
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assets available to them on the night of the attacks that could have 
saved liveSj but the Pentagon leadership intentionally decided not to 
deploy? 

A No. 

Q Thank you. I think that concludes -- 

Ms. lackson . I think we'ne done. Mn. thank you very 

much . 

Mr. Kenny. Thank you very much. We'll go off the record. 
[Whereupon, at 3:03 p.m., the interview was concluded.] 
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Subject: RE: Emailing; Various Cost Factors.docx, Villa E compound benghazi.pdf, Villa's A & B.pdf, 

Villa's B & C.pdf, Benghazi Compound B & C option.docx, Housing email - new 
proposal. docx 

^^|etal -The $100,000 will give us operational flexibility to implement Field expedient measures adapted to the 
site layout and terrain that will achieve the necessary physical security and allow them to free up the FAVs they are 
currently using s blocking veh icles. B ottom line we can make it happen using a field expedient approach presupposing 
funding is available. Regards, 

From: 

Sen t: Monday, December 12, 2011 1 0:34 AM 

To:_^ 


^Subject: RE: Emailing: Various-Cost Factors.docx, Villa E^compound benghazi.pdf, Villa's A & B.pdf, -Villais B &-C.pdf,-- •. - 
Benghazi Compound B & Coption.docx,. Housing email" new prpppsaLdoo: ' . . . . ~ 

in my'opinion, the lOOk for upgrades to the perimeter-wall is a catch all wag, at least for Villa’s A &B. in this 
apparent high rent residential area, most if not all the residences.have defined perimeter walls that are at least 4 meters 
in height. Some sections of the wall are opaque to the top while others have some decorative lattice masonry atop to 
give the wall the 4 meter height. The only thing I can think of would be the installation of lighting, razor ribbon/ barbed 
wire atop and filling in the lattice work for a smooth surface on the attack side of the perimeter barrier. 

When I raised the issue of -topping off the perimeter barriers. withTrazorribbon in June 2011 with the owners { villa's • 
A&B) representative, he rejected this and said that the owners would not go for it and secondly, such an upgrade was 
out of character with the area and it wouid attract more locafattention then what we wanted. Each compound has 
steel vehicle gates for access control along with pedestrian gates. With compound vehicle access limited to one gate, 

Villa A, I would suppor t concrete jersey barriers on the inside of each vehicle gate -that will be inoperable along wlth- 
locally fabricated^Hdrop arms for those two operatTonal access gates at Villa A. Elevated LGP guard posts could be • 
created atop existing perimeter. support buildings with simple.ladder for LGP access should an enginee'r confirm building 
structure integrity and ability to support the additional weight. - ' 

A simple guard tower may have to be installed on the opposite side of the compound to monitor traffic on the busy 
main two lane street that was widely utilized by Post for arrives and departures. Additional LGP resources will have to 
be provided to any increased monitoring and access control activity on this side of the compound, Current Villa A 
vehicle gate is light steel with an automatic opener which is controlled from the Post vehicle by a DS officer. 

Since these are short term leased properties, identifying an office that will provide the funding to implement any 
upgrades will be an issue. In my opinion, since this Special Mission has a limited timeframe to operate in Benghazi, I 
would continue to support field expedient measures and compound terrain features be considered to the maximum 
extent feasible. 

From: 

Sent: Thursday, December 08, 2011 4:03 PM 

To: I 
Cc:| 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 
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Subject: FW: Emailing: Various Cost Factors.docx, Villa E compound benghazl.pdf, Villa's A & B. pdf, -Villa's B & C-pdf, 
Benghazi Compound B & C option.docx, Housing email -- new proposal.docx 



Have you had an opportunity to look at these yet? What is your take on the costs associated? I thought that we 
could get LGF platforms for like $800. I know they want to move some of the vehicles to Tripoli and 3 are 
currently parked in front of entrance ways onto the property so that makes sense. Any ideas where they came 
up with the 100,000 for the perimeter wall? 

Any input would be appreciated as NEA/EX is going to present the B& C option as the recommended choice. I 
am going to hit the gym I will give you a call in the AM. 


Regards, 



Desk Officer | DS/IP/NEA 

, Office Ph^7^45.347S 1 Mobile 57L345_.34p0 

j Email :^m^state,goy 


— O riginal Message- — 

... 

Sen t: Thursday, December 08 ,_2gjJ_l':38 PM , ' 

To: 

Subject: FW: Emailing: Various Cost Factors.docx, Villa E compound benghazi.pdf, Villa's A & B.pdf, Villa's B & C.pdf, Benghazi 
Compound B C ofjtion.docx, Housing email new proposal.docx - . 


- Would appreciate your comment on these options as laid out by Benghazi. NEA thinks that the option of Villas B«feC makes the most . - 
sense, Please let me know DS’s druthers on which option works best before I rewrite the memo for a fourth time and send it back out 
for clearance. ^ ' - " , ' . 

This email is LfNCLASSIFIED' 



NEA-SCA/EX - 

Post Management Officer - Libya 
202-647-6355 office 


Ser^jj^^^^^ember 08, 201 i 9:52 AM 

Subject: Emailing: Various Cost Factors.docx, Villa E compound benghazi.pdf, Villa'.? A & B.pdf, Villa's B & C.pdf, Benghazi 
Compound B & C option.docx, Housing email -- new proposal.docx 


lattached are all the documents for the relocation options. Please distro as required. 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 
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Let us know if you have further questions 

The message is ready to be sent with the following file or link attachments: 

Various Cost Factors.docx 
Villa E compound benghazi.pdf 
Villa's A & B.pdf 
Villa’s B & C.pdf 

Benghazi Compound B & C option.docx 
Housing email -- new proposal, docx 


Note: To protect against computer viruses, e-mail programs may prevent sending or receiving certain types of file attachments. Check 
your e-mail security settings to determine how attachments are handled. 


SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 
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Subject: RE: BENGHAZI- Drop arm purchase and issue of obtaining cash 

do not know who was responsible or why the decision was made to relinquish Villa A, but I believe thatthe 
compound created by this arrangement, Villa A & Villa B, was an exceptional facility that satisfied the operational 
requirements of your Post . Perhaps your question would be best raised by the principal officer with NEA/EX and OBO 
real estate before you go too far down the path of returning Villa A to the owner.^ 


From : 

Sen t; Wednesday. February 15, 2012 1:25 PM 

To: 

Cc 

Subject: RE: BENGHAZI- Drop arm purchase and issue of obtaining cash 

I'm awaiting the arrival of a contractor to quote us on the chain link fence before I send forward my 
Justification/proposal. 1 appreciate your assistance in this matter. \Ne are also reviewing the decision to move out of 
Villa A. From a security perspective occupying Villa A puts us in better shape than the current direction of 
decommissioning Villa A and remaining in Villa B and C. Improvements to Villa A and B pale In comparison to the work 
to be accomplished at Villa C. 

W orking with IMO/MGT Officer here in Benghazi to see why we made the collective determination to abandon Villa 
meone on this email chain may have that information. The Political Officer has asked that we explore the option of 
keeping Villa A and B and abandoning C. I would be appreciative for any of that Information. 


From; 

Se nt; Wednesday, February 15, 2012 2:39 PM 

To;^ 

Subject: RE: BENGHAZI- Drop arm purchase and Issue of obtaining cash 

[ spoke with the tdy RSO in Benghazi on 2/13 and explained to him how the funding process normally works 
and that with short term leases in place at Benghazi, OBO/SM cannot get involved due to OBO policy and that funding 
security upgrades would have to be identified from other sources (DS). He explained that the landlords are notvery 
responsive to post requests for routine issues involving the property so to have them implement the desired upgrades to 
their property, such as repairing the perimeter wall, and recover the costs thru prorated lease payments would be a 
non-starter from the Post perspective, 

I stated that between DS/PSP and DS/IP/ LGP and RSG resources funding for the temporary upgrades needed 

may be made available but that he should come in with a separate email request for each when they become finalized , 
to include a short scope of work to be done and a cost to implement so that the request can be quickly discussed and 
passed to the appropriate DS office for funding consideration, 1 advised him that Tripoli is his supporting office and 
th^^^quested funding would be sent via an AOA to Tripoli Admin/GSO for quickest follow-up action to get the cash to 
th^rocal contractors, since this remains a cash economy. 


STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED lb HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 
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I discussed some options that post should consider such as field expedient measures on how to create a safe area in 
each villa and creating a temporary inner barrier since DS was not in the position of rebuilding the owners perimeter 
walls, I recommended that Post consider erecting an internal temporary chain link fence barrier with adequate setback 
the existing perimeter walls along with adding some additional lighting around the residences on the properties to 
^W<ept, B & C. A temporary fence would reduce the amount of land that requires LGP surveillance. Pictures of chain- 
link fencing with razor wire were forwarded for RSO use in his discussions with local contractors who might be able to 
handle this upgrade project. 1 suggested that he ascertain if the temporary fence could be leased from the contractors. 
Availability of materials will dictate the type of upgrade and its cost. If razor/ barbed wire is available in various 
diameters, I recommended that the larger 60" be used along the base of the temporary fence with smaller diameter 
wire place atop. Several layers can be arranged in a way as to deter any would be intruder. 

He advised that additional lighting on lots B & C was going to be installed. If LGP resources permit and local security 
officials have no Issuesand approve, I recommended that he consider establishing some external LGP positions in a 
hardened booth, sand bag or cinder block/sand/ cinder block encased, at the vehicle gates in the perimeter wall for 
additional surveillance coverage of the perimeter barrier. 

as (stated during our tel/con, some additional funds were included in the amount DS/P5P has provided for 
contingency costs and should be utilized at Post to strengthen your physical security. H 


From: 

Sent: Tuesday, February H, 2012 3:07 PM 

To: 



sub}ect: Benghazi- Drop arm purchase and issue of obtaining cash 


Attached is a copy of the Approved Future Operations memo for Benghazi detailing approval of ops 
through the end of 2012, with leases that can be extended to 2015. 

I noted in the decision memo from U/S Kennedy, the estimated physical security upgrades and needs 
totaled $1U,50Q , for the Villa B & C compounds [see page #10 and #19 of the attached 
document). 

We have received $1 1,000 plus $16,500 (total of $27,500) which is a good start. However, we would 
ask OBO/CSM and DS/C/PSP/PSD to coordinate on a plan to address the other vulnerabilities and the 
related funding shortfall. 

RSO Tripoli wasn’t involved in the preparation of this document so I don't know where the 

recommendations derived from; I assume OBO in consultation with Benghazi. It appears thot^^^l 
^^Kdeared on the memo for DS. 


Regional Security Officer 
U.S. Embassy 
Tripoli. Libya 


/libva.usembassv 
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SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 



Subject: FW: Updated AM for field expedient physical security upgrades in Benghazi 



Per this weekend's discussion^ here is the AOA sent to Tripoli for Benghazi Physical Security. 
Regards, 


Desk Officer | DS/IP/NEA 

Office Plr5^4S.347S | Mobile Ph:| 

Email:^^^^^state,ggy 


I Fax: S71.345.3400 


SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From ; 

Sent^hyrsdav^nuary 26, 2012 3;05 PM 

Subject: FW: Updated AM for field expedient physical security upgrades in Benghazi 


Funding request approved by PSP Office Director, please pass to RSO Benghazi and info Tripoli that PSP/PSD 
funds will be on the way for use in Benghazi, H 



Attached is the AOA request I sent to our CFO. Their office is closed tomorrow as they are moving from SA-20 to 
SA-15. The actual AOA will go out sometime early next week. Give the interested parties a heads up to be looking for 


this... 



SBU 

3 
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This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From: 

Se nt; Wednesday, January 25, 2012 8:55 AM 

To:^ 

Cc: 

Subject: FW: Updated AM for field expedient physical security upgrades in Benghazi 


I have reviewed the updated list of proposed security upgrades contained in the attachment for Benghazi and can 
support several of the recommendations from a PSD perspective and will see if funding in the amount of $16,500 is 
available and can be provided, If PSP can support this request, the funding will be sent to Tripoli for use at Benghazi. 
PSO/PCB will support the following: 

3. Sandbags 1000.00 
6. Lighting 3900.00 

8. Door upgrades 1600.00 

9. Drop arm barriers, two 10,000.00 


lJ|||eve that request numbers 4 and 5 would be the responsibility of DS/LGP since they would support local guard 
^^tions while request number 7 would be a residential security responsibility. 

As far as a DS/PSD/PCB visit, I do not believe that one is required since DS personnel on the ground have already 
identified an upgrade package for this temporary, short term leased facility. H 


From: 

Sen t; Monday, February 13, 2012 6:50 PM 

To:^ 

Subject: RE: Drop arm purchase and issue of obtaining cash 

Thanks for your prompt responses. ^|as discussed over the telephone, I'll forward some photos along and some 
justification for some field expedient measures, 

Thanks all for putting forth the effort. 


From: 

Se nt; Monday, February 13, 2012 3:14 PM 

To;^ 




: Drop arm purchase and issue of obtaining cash 


FYI on Benghazi , It looks like Post may be open into 2013 from what the TDY RSO has mentioned below, 
this is new to me but not unexpected with what is going on in this unsettled country. I have raised with DS/IP the 
possibility of Post leasing and erecting a temporary chain link fence ( similar to what we see at a construction site) along 

STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED-TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 
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the interior of those sections of the perimeter which Post considers vulnerable to an intruder. DS/IP told me that they 
would raise this as an option for Post to explore and I stated that I would request funding from DS/PSD if this type of 
temporary arrangement was feasible. I believe that it is the owners responsibility to fix their perimeter barrier, 
^^ecialty on such large residential plots, but we can employ temporary measures as an Internal chain link fence with 
^Pbed wire/razor ribbon for hardening along with add^ some additional lighting aimed at the perimeter from existing 
structures for the guards during the hours of darkness.^ 

am at^^^^^Hto discuss'what measures might be possible. 

From: 

Se nt; Monday, February 13. 2012 5:12 AM 

To;^ 

Subject; RE; Drop arm purchase and issue of obtaining cash 

Good Morning Gentlemen, having discussed these issues with^^^^^^lbefore he departed, I see that some of the 
line items below were identified for funding and others were not. In red font below is my understanding where we 
stand. 

Aside from these identified gaps in our physical security program, I have also identified basic physical security projects 
that have NOT been earmarked for funding. Some of these items may have been requested in the past but I'm unaware 
of them. I ask for your immediate consideration in identifying funds for these items so that Benghazi can begin 
preparing itself for at least another year of existence. If you prefer, I can prepare an Action Memo and provide photos 
for areas of concern. 


^^physical security measures not previously requested; 

1. Barbed wire/Concertina wire - currently our 13-acre compound (soon to be reduced to 10-acres after the 
decommissioning of Villa A at the beginning of March) is vulnerable to simplest of breaching methods: Jumping 
over the wall. The poorly constructed, non-reinforced concrete block (cinder block) wall Is as low as 48 inches in 
some areas of the compound, Couple that with the fact that the wall can literally be pushed over in some areas 
(wall is a mix of solid concrete blocks and hollow blocks with ornate designs - which one can see through), 
Benghazi's anti-personnel measures are ineffective. The wire would at the very least, slow down any 
unexpected guests from gaining access to the compound. LOCAL QUOTE IS PENDING; EXPECTED ON 2/14. 

2. Screen to obscure the view from the street, looking inside the compound - as mentioned above, the Villa 
owner's choice to combine concrete blocks, with hollow ornate blocks (visually more appealing) is cause for 
concern that persons from outside the compound can peer directly into our living areas and office spaces. As it 
stands right now, a person has an unobstructed view of our living and working spaces, from three sides of our 
compound. A simple remedy to this issue of concern would be to fashion burlap sacks (or equivalent) to the 
walls, thus obscuring the view of persons outside our compound. LOCAL QUOTE IS PENDING; EXPECTED ON 
2/15. 

3. Improve perimeter walls -aside from the poor construction, the walls are deteriorating in many places. Large 
sections/gaps of missing concrete blocks surround the compound. Asking the landlord to accomplish this task 
would further delay the process and wo uld likely not be done to any agreeable standard. 

4. ^^Hfilm - currently there is no protection on any of the windows on the residences or office spaces. 

Currently our QRF has quarters that buttress the perimeter wall and our primary living quarters is roughly 50 
yards from the street on two-sides. 

* erstand that DS was in a position to only address those mission-critical projects, in anticipation that Post was 
cease operation atthe end of calendaryear 2011. 1 also can understand that in today's fiscal crunc, 
for these special projects is hard to come by. most especially when we are notan officially designated post. 
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above-mentioned projects, coupled with funding for all the line items in the previous Action Memo, will greatly improve 
the security posture in Benghazi. 




consideration to get these projects funded and underway during my tour (end of March), would be well-received. If 
prefer that we discuss these issues over the telephone, I will certainly make myself available to do so. 



As discussed, this was the listing of physical security upgrades Benghazi identified. 
I don't believe these were funded ^^^an you confirm): 


4. (SBU) Five locally-constructed observation platforms costing $1000 each are required to enable local guards and the 
Mission's QRFto see over perimeter walls. These platforms would be bolstered by the addition of sandbags, providing a 
firing position and better protecting Mission personnel using them. Total estimated cost is $5000. NOT FUNDED - 1 
understand the hesitation was due to the fact that this language may be included in the new LGF contract, passing the 
bi^en on to the contractor. While not seeing the contract, I don't think we can wait for the LGF contractor, who will be 
i^Hnheriting a project on short-notice to produce these in the near future. 

5. (SBU) Four locally-constructed guard posts costing $500 each to give the local guard force better protection from the 
elements, thereby enhancing compound coverage. These posts would also be enhanced with sandbags to provide 
better protection for staff. Estimated cost $2000. NOT FUNDED- Again, my understanding is that this item would. also 
be passed on to the LGF contractor. 


7. (SBU) All of the buildings occupied by COM personnel have security metal grills covering the windows. None of these 
grills are equipped with an un-lockable gate for egress from inside the structure, One window per structure should be 
retrofitted to put this safety measure in place. Estimated cost for metal work locks and installatiorn^TSOO. NOT 
FUNDED, AWAITING QUOTE FROM POST - This item was not originally funded however, ^^^^^^^|^^|contacted 
us, asking for a new quote. The local fabricator visited again yesterday and will provide a written quote on 2/13. 


10. (SBU) RSO Benghazi requests additional security upgrades in support of the shift from three Villa compounds to two, 
and have asked for a TDY visit by a facility security expert as soon as possible to help scope them. The security measures 
above address immediate-term needs and will be implemented on the properties currently occupied by U.S. mission 
personnel. Action on this is required now. These measures are essential to securing our U/S Kennedy-directed footprint 
in Villas B&C. In the event that Mission Benghazi closes at the end of 2012, some of these costs are recoverable, as most 
of these measures are portable (potentially for Embassy Tripoli's use) or could be sold to other entities in Benghazi and 
surrounding area. RSO Benghazi would again request that DS send a physical security SME out to Post. The SME would 
be better suited to know what is available in the DS arsenal to aid in the protection of our sizable (in acreage) footprint. 


OrWignificant issue is getting the funds from Tripoli to Benghazi; currently the plan is to hand carry it 
since the contractors want cash. 
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I know that PSD had a TDY come to the villa compounds in Bemhazi earlier in 201 1 
(summer time?) is there a trip report or recommendations from that visit that ^^|and I could use as 
a starting point for upgrades since it appears we may be there at least through 201 3. 


Regional Security Officer 
U.S, Embassy 
Tripoli. Libya 


SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From : 

Sent^jTyrsda^ebruarv0^01^0:54 AM 

To: 

Cc: 

S^^ect: FW; Drop arm purchase and issue of obtaining cash 


^ll^ect; FW: Drop arm purchas 
Good morning or 


Good morning or 

Is It possible for one of you to answer the question from | 
regarding Mission Benghazi's RSO AM. 

R, 


I? The attached docs are the only funding trail I have 


From: 

SenbWedn^da^February 08, 2012 7:43 PM 

To:^ 

Subject: FW; Drop arm purchase and issue of obtaining cash 


Do you know how long it will take them to post this AOA in BRMS? I have got the purchase orders but 
not funding yet. 


From: 

SeDt^r!u|sd|^^|lruary 07, 2012 7:46 AM 

Subject; FW: Drop arm purchase and issue of obtaining cash 


I here is the information we have regarding this funding. 
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From: 

Sent^uesday^ebruary 07, 2012 2:09 PM 

Subject: FW: Drop arm purchase and issue of obtaining cash 



Does anyone know the funding reference to $1 6,300? I just checked BRMS and there is nothing with 
this figure in system. 


Thanks, I 


From: I 

Sen t: Tuesday, February 07. 2012 6:11 AM 

To:[ 

Cc:| 

Subject: RE: Drop arm purchase and issue of obtaining cash 


They need $15,300 in USD.. Eitherl 


I would be the money holder. 


From: 

Sent^uesda^ebm^^^0122;3^r^^^ 
Subject: RE: Drop arm purchase and issue of obtaining cash 


uid ask for USDO's help in obtaining cashs in Benghazi: that is if the USDO bank in Tripoli can disburse cash 


thf^^their branch in Benghazi. How much is needed and in what currency? 
Who will be designated money holder fo this cahs? 
thanks 
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We have the drop arm contractor standing by and we want to proceed now with this purchase. However the contractor 
will only take cash. 


me that it has already be en confirm ed that Tripoli received the funding from DS for our security 
upgrades. I've been told by ^Hand RSO^^^Ithat the amount you received for our security upgrades is $16, 300. 


I'm told the cost of the drop arms is $10,000 USD. 


Information Management Officer/Management Officer 
US Diplomatic Mission Benghazi, Libya 
Phone; +1 (240)553-9329 
Libya Only| 
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From: 

Subject: Re: Notes from 8/1 Bengha2i Conference Call 

Date; Tuesday, August 02, 2011 6:51:04 AM 


All, the landlord for C agreed to install the pedestrian gate at no cost to the USG. The passage from 
A to B is the item in questuion, along with the gravel road into B. 



Post Management Officer 

Algeria, Egypt, Libya, Morocco, and Tunisia 

NEA-SCA/EX 



Subject: RE: Notes from 8/1 Benghazi Conference Call 


1 would recommend that DS provide the funding to provide the internal access passageways 
between Villas A, B and C so that Post personnel remain on the facility for internal movement and 
not have to exit onto a public street only to re-enter at the Villa A gate area in this unsettled threat 
environment. With these internal passageways, limited RSO resources, DS/TDY PR5 personnel and 
LGP, can be better utilized and post personnel will have more freedom of movement on the 
compound. A simple project like this could easily be accomplished with a Post issued purchase 
order if the life services contractor or the Greek Contractor is willing to do the work. 

I would recommend that Post develop a cost to implement the passageway project along with a 
simple scope of work to be done, i.e de-construct a section of perimeter wall ( provide width of 
openings to be created) to create a pedestrian and/or vehicle gate and submit for funding 
consideration. H 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From:| 

Subjed:: RE: Notes from 8/1 Benghazi Conference Call 

^|will send out the itemized punch list for villa B. No upgrades are needed for villas A & C. 


For clarification, the landlord of villa B agreed to cover all upgrade costs and would charge us S20K 
per month. This was rejected, so we're back to a monthly lease of $14K with a separate line item 
of upgrades to be paid by the USG. The only security upgrade for villa B is grill work on the office 
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building. 


I'm not sure if punching holes in the wall to create passageways/internal access points is strictly a 
security upgrade - I'll defer to ^^|on whether PSD would consider funding this work. 


From: | 

Sen t: Monday, August 01, 2011 12:4 0 PM 

To: 

Subject: FW; Notes from 8/1 Benghazi Conference Call 

please see para 2 for suggested course of action for implementing the physical 
security upgrades that Benghazi,! 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From: I 

Sent^londa^^ugus^l, 2011 12;35 PM 

Cc:'i 

Subject: RE: Notes from 8/1 Benghazi Conference Call 


Thanks I 


1 1 agree with your recommendation in para 2 - please coordinate with RSO. 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


11:08 AM 

Subject: RE: Notes from 8/1 Benghazi Conference Call 

The DS/PSP funded PSD upgrade contract that was signed while I was at Post was for 75 k 
with a specific scope of work to be performed, fabricate two^^Bvehicle gates, fabricate concrete 
jersey type vehicle barriers, string barbed wire and fabricate two vehicle drop arm barriers. This 
contract and its SOW was held in abeyance and is not what is needed at the newly developed Villa 
A-B-C complex for the Benghazi Mission. Excess factory equipment/ old tractor on grounds at Villa 
B waste be placed at the two vehicle gates of Villa B to block and thus funnel all traffic thru Villa A 
CAC. RSO intent was to reduce the number of guards required in the life/services contract and 
control access to the compound. Villa C was an option that came into play after I departed Post. 
RSO was using FAV's to block the two vehicle gates on the inside of Villa A. 


Sei 

To: 

Cc: 




1 would recommend that the RSO identify those upgrades absolutely required for each Villa, based 
upon a revised compound layout and with landlord approvals, come in with a cost to implement 
from the life services contractor who originally said that he can do the work and have the funding 
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either sent to post and distributed via a simple purchase order by a Post management officer or 
have it included in the life services contract and have the DS funding transferred to NEA or the 
office paying this monthly bill. 

Villa B required a hole to be created in the existing perimeter wall between A&B for vehicles and 
pedestrians, an emergency generator to be provided, the excess manufacturing equipment to be 
placed at the vehicle gates and grillwork to be installed on ail windows of the small office annex 
building. I assume that Villa C on the backside of the Villa A compound will need a hole in the wall 
to connect the two compounds along with blocking of the vehicle gate. H 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 



Subject: FW; Notes from 8/1 Benghazi Conference Call 


Please see the last paragraph (in bold) in the below notes regarding security upgrade contract and 
the need to discuss spending the 75K on "additional items". Not sure what is meant by this since 
landlord is implementing all the needed upgrades - please advise. 


Thanks, 



This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From: 

Sent: Monday, August 01, 2011 10:12 AM 
To: Libya Compound DL 

Subject: Notes from 8/1 Benghazi Conference Call 

Update from Benghazi: 

After Gen. Younis’ death, funeral in Freedom Square went well. Saturday 
night into Sunday, things were a bit dicey. 

- Appears to have been a jail break by pro-Qaddhafi loyalists on Thursday. 

- TNG ordered the militias to either join the MOI or the army. One faction 
refused, and the firefight occurred about 1 mile away. 

Rocky couple of days. Consensus from local contacts seems to be that 
people are happy that the TNG Is taking steps against the militias. 

- Security situation is still a bit rocky. For now, everything is calm, but it is a 

STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE. 

REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 




1669 


■C05393020 


REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER. 


delicate situation. 

- Streets are very quiet. First day of Ramadan. Tensions tend to be higher 
during Ramadan. Overall security posture is back to normal. Continue to 
carefully monitor the situation. 

No threat against the U.S. or against the other foreign missions. February 1 7 
Martyrs Brigade is the militia that provides our security, working under the 
authority of the TNC. 

Break-in at Villa C: 

Owner is out of town. 

Initial investigation indicates that the planner knew he was out of town and 
they had targeted a particular hidden safe. 

- They weren't targeting us, was definitely a criminal act. 

- Could have been up to ten armed men who overran the house - tied up 
and blindfolded the household help during the robbery. 

Underscores the need to have an armed presence at the villas. Currently 
have 3 armed TNC brigade personnel, plan to increase to 6, having 2 at 
each villa. 

Leases; 

• We have everything we need except for a diagram of Villa B. 
promised that this evening. 

■ made peace with the notary regarding the powers of attorney. 

Should be ready to sign the (eases by tomorrow. 

Funding has been approved in OBO, Embassy Tripoli/Charleston needs to 
request the funding for all three leases. Charleston PSU will make the 
payment on behalf of Benghazi. EX needs to pull the payment information 
from the leases to send to Charleston. May need to send a record email 
the funds. Will loop in PSU on the request. 
on sending in a request for 7400 funds to 

Addressees; 

- Benghazi wants t^nake sure that the increase to 16 has been approved by 
everyone before signs the lease. 

- Target lease signing date: August 2. 

OBO - no need to delay because we don't have a professional sketch of 
Villa B. Should have the sketch this evening, and property has been 
adequately described in power of attorney and lease documents. 

Contracts: 

Need to know as soon as the leases are signed so that 
amend the interim Villa contract to reduce the overall fee by $1000/day. 
Draft modification reduces to August 3'”'^, but need to update to reflect the 
appropriate adjustments. 

We haven't yet paid the vendor for the 2^^ tranche - better to pay him 
what he’s owed rather than try to get money back. 

Modification to Life Services Contract - need more information on types of 
furniture needed, something to support the pricing for the furniture. 

- Are we still at 12 people for the base price, or do we want to increase to 

1 6? Need to include Chris Stevens on these numbers to make the dec ision. 

1 6 is a good target number, includes an additional 5 DS. 
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already has 5 people on standby to travel in to Benghazi as soon as 
possible. 

Once they and the guard force are up and running, okay to bring in 
additional personnel. 5-7 days from signing of leases until guard force is 
functioning. 5-7 days for ' to do make-ready for Villa B. 

$90/day for first 12 personnel. $70/day for each additional person. 

Need to add requirement for 4 liters of water/day. 

Need to clarify that this contract may be used to support transient personnel 
as well. 

Need to clarify the meals served to the guards/maids will be charged to the 
other recurring costs under the contract; if this will be recurring, we’ll need to 
add a line to the contract. Benghazi has not yet seen an invoice for the 
meals, they will follow up with or an invoice, detailed breakdown. 
Need to cover in the contract with pricing breakdown. 

Will we continue to feed the guards and maids? TNC guards are not 
getting paid, providing meals will provide and incentive for them to stay with 
us. Unarmed guards provided by . - transportation and food should be 
. problem and should be included in his pricing. 

Guard services - 1 shift supervisor and 1 0 guards, two 1 2-hour shifts. No 
modifications required. 

Guard Sen/ices and Life Services are on same contract but pricing is 
separated out. 

When to start the contracts? Should be tied to signing the leases. 

Security Upgrade Contract in place, funded. We don't need any of the 
requirements that were in the original contract. DS Physical Security initially 
allocated $75k, but non^oHh^tem^r^eamred for the expansion here. 
Need to discuss with ^^^^^|about spending the money 

on the additional items - has there been a cost proposal? Look for one that 
was sent by ' ' .1 last week. Are the costs reasonable? 


Participants: 
NEA-SC A/EX 
Tripoli 
D(N) 

RM- 

Benghazi 





NEA-SCA/EX 

Post Management Officer 

Morocco. Algeria, Tunisia, Libya, and Egypt 

202-647-6355 office 
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Here is our best effort to spin-out a few more detailed options for a contraction of our footprint here in 
Benghazi. We've done our best since your request on Monday to get the fullest set of facts possible, 
taking into account security, pricing, future personnel plans, etc. to the best of our ability - particularly 
when there's quite a bit that remains undecided. 

You will find attached a breakdown authored bv^|of the estimated costs of the various options we 
explored, which are: 

■ Condense down into Villas B & C 

■ Condense down into Villas A & B 
B Move entire operation to Villa 0 

■ Move entire operation to Villa E (a new property suggested by 

(NOTE: We included B in our plans based on your guidance that we should retain it to maintain some 
separation between work and office (something we certainly support); the retention of B also gives us 
additional housing space to accommodate TDY’ers. Villa E was a property recommended by that 

we checked while in town from Tripoli). 

Given the uncertain future for this place and the security environment's evolution over time, we did our 
best to consider all relevant factors. We had several key factors in mind when ranking our 
recommendations, to include: 

■ Current and likely future security posture 

■ Security enhancements at all sites, including the possibility of requesting reasonable waivers 

■ Other costs - all of them - from security to set-up ,to break-down, to moving, upgrades, 
equipment/furniture and life services 

■ General quality of life issues 

Weighing all these things, our rank-ordered preferences for a new home are as follows: 

1. Condense down into Villas 8&C 

2. Move entire operation to Villa E 

3 . Condense down to Villas A&B 

4. (last resort) Move entire operation to Villa D 

Please see the following pages for some further elaboration on these preferences. 
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Discussion 

Option 1 (Villas B&C) 

Advantages : 

■ Good number of beds {14 max) - supports unforeseen surge/TOYA'iP visits 

■ Good quality of life with separate office/work areas/green space & pool 

■ Well-understood physical plant 

B Well-functioning comms, electrical, plumbing, etc. 

■ Best option from a security perspeaive - multiple ingress/egress, best footprint and setback of 
the available options, accommodation for TNC guards, reasonable upgrades will help harden 

■ Ground space available for further enhancements to footprint (housing/office pods or 
repurposing of existing structures as security/funds allow), even to the point of safely adding 
consular services if that decision is made in future 

■ Property is under S-year leasing agreement, with more than 2 years left - any enhancements to 
the property will automatically carry-over if Mission extends beyond 2012 timeframe 

■ Minimal move-out expenses (repair of walls, etc .only to Villa A) and no moving expenses 

■ Sufficient representational space for public events 

■ Sufficient office space foron-compound meetings 


Disadvantages 

■ 

■ Highest monthly rent 


|(which also has its advantages) 


will also be required to fully use all structures (some of which are currently in-use anyway - 
Annex to Villa C and Villa B office spaces); wall upgrades are essential (4-foot high in one stretch; 
another is unstable and must be shored-up) 

Lingering issue with owner of Villa B property, although he is under contract for another 2.5 

years - still should make an effort to address his concerns if possib le 

Furniture will need to be accounted for in transition and/or change of LSC (still T8D) 


Option 2 (Villa E) 

Advantages : 

■ Good number of beds (12 max) - supports unforeseen surge/TDY/VtP visits 

■ 2"'' cheapest rent of available properties 

■ Efficient use of property space - small but efficient footprint 

■ Never been occupied - rooms and appliances ail brand new and high-end 
a Good office spaces and separation of work/office space 

B High (12') walls on sides; upgrades reasonable to other walis/gates 
B Sufficient representational space for public events 
B Sufficient office space foron-compound meetings 
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Disadvantages : 

■ also has its 

■ Move-out (Villas A, B. C), moving and move-in costs {Villa E) 

■ No experience with the physical plant, neighborhood 
ffl No read on the sufficiency of title/ownership 

■ farther from the city center; area is largely waste areas and construction zones 
B Multiple waivers required - especially for set-back of aN buildings 

■ Very near a large gas station (50m) - traffic and presence of fuel trucks 

■ No space on the compound to add additional capacity 


Option 3 (Vtifas A&B) 

Advantages 

B Largest number of beds (16 max) - supports unforeseen surge/ TDY/VIP visits 
B Highest monthly rent (same as B&C) 

■ Good quality of life with separate office/work areas/green space 
B Weil-understood physical plant 
B Well-functioning comms, electrical, plumbing, etc, 

B Security is workable, but requires multiple waivers that might not be granted (and perhaps 
should not be) 

H Property is under S-year leasing agreement, with more than 2 years left - any enhancements to 
the property will automatically carry-over If Mission expends beyond 2012 timeframe 

B Minimal mnvp-mit expenses (repair of walls, etc only to Vtlia C) a nd no moving expenses 

B Sufficient representational space for public events 
B Sufficient office space for on-compound meetings 
B Space on the compound to add additional capacity 


Disadvantages 


h as its ad vanta g es) 


■ Security upgrades are required to elevate and strengthen some perimeter walls 

fi Substantiarsecurity’waive'rs will also be required to fully use all structures, including the main 
residence (Villa A) and office spaces (B) due to insufficient setback 
B Lingering issue with owner of Villa B property, although he is under contract for another 2.5 
years - still should make an effort to address his concerns if possible 

■ Furniture will need to be accounted for in transition and/or change of LSC (still TBD) 


Option 4 (Villa D) 

Advantages : 

B also has its disadvantages) 

B Cheapest monthly rent (at least at this point in the discussions) 
B Consolidation of LSC 
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Disadvantages 

■ Only steeps 8 if entire facility cannot be used (in which case it rises to 10) 

H Move-out (Villas A. B, C), moving and move-in costs (Villa D) 

H Containerized housing/office space likely required to meet space requirements 

■ Lowest quality of life and likely the least secure among the four options -even with all 
requested upgrades 

■ Compound is too narrow - requires security waivers on 3 sides for setback 

■ Barring waivers, 2/3 of buildings on compound would be storage only 

■ Augmenting security in back of the property may not be possible - building in that area shares 
the back wall of the facility, and property in rear is not ow-ned or controlled by landlord - 
unclear whether additional set-back could be obtained there 

B Facility and grounds have several unfinished parts (e.g., guard shack up front, driveway and 
patio area around house, landscaping, paint, etc) 

■ Requires an estimated S23K in electrical and plumbing upgrades 

B Property shows wear and tear, some water damage 

B Poor, possibly insufficient separatio n of living/office space 

B Title adjudication remains unclear but outstanding 

B Owner appears of limited means - may be hesitant/unable to absorb the costs and 

inconveniences (including moving out his family and also renters of a storage space at property 
front) required for upgrades, particularly for a one-year lease 

B Furniture is sub-standard in parts - would need replacement 


B No adequate representational space 
B Meeting space very limited 

■ Little/no ability add capacity on the property, especially if containers are used to bring it up to 
meet initial capacity requirements 
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Benghazi Compound B & C 


CORRECTIVE MEASURES 

1. At area « 1, which is the perimeter wall at Gate C2, remove 93 linear meters of the decorative 
upper section on the existing wall and install solid CMU blocks to extend the wall height to 3 
meters on the "Attack Side". The replacement shall be done in sections in order to minimize the 
wall opening exposure. 

a. At Gate C2, install jersey barriers across the width of the vehicle gate to replace the SUV. 

2. At area U 2, remove 69 linear meters of the decorative upper section on the existing wall and 
install solid CMU blocks to extend the wall height to 3 meters from the "attack side”. The block 
replacement shall be done in sections in order to minimize the wall opening exposure. 

3. At area # 3, seal the 5 meter wide vehicle driveway opening on the perimeter wall of Villa B. The 
opening shall be sealed using CMU blocks and cement plaster and painted on both sides to 
match the surrounding walls. 

4. At area tf 4, increase the perimeter wall (193 meters) to a consistent height of 3 meters from 
the road side of the wall. The wall presently has 1.2 meters of solid wall base and 1.4 meters of 
decorative CMU block. Over lay the CMU solid block in front of the existing decorative blocks to 
obtain the appearance of a solid wall as it is viewed from the road. 

5. Gate 81 is being considered as the primary entry for vehicles into Compound B. The vehicle 
screening point is under development by the RSO. 

6. All Gates currently blocked by the use of SUVs shall be changed to use Jersey barriers instead. 

7. Widen to 5 rneters the existing pedestrian opening between Villa B and C to allow vehicle 
access. Construct a new gravel driveway to connect the two villa compounds to allow a 
secondary vehicle egress. Consider the use of gravel from the existing access driveway between 
Villa B and A. 
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Various Cost Factors 

Food: Mission Personnel 5 @ $93/day = $13 ,950/mth 
7@$93/day = $19,530/mth 

LGF: 1 @ Shr shift = $32/day = $960/mth 
1 @12hrshift = $48/ day = $ 1 440/mth 
NTC: I @27/day = $810/tnth 

Rent: Villa A = $28,000/mth 
Villa B = $14, 000/mth 
Villa C = $28, 000/mth 
Villa D = $15,000/mth 
Villa E = $20, 000/mth 
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■Vit}a-7V-&r* 
Sleeps 15 


Rent; $42,000/mth 
Food: 5 @ $93/d3y “ $13,950/mth 
7@$93/day = $i9,530/mth 

LGF; 10@12hr shift = $14, 440/mth 
NTC: 3 (§. 27/day - $2,430/rnth 
Security Upgrades: One time costs. 

Perimeter Wall Upgrade: $100,000 
Security Platfornis(2): $5,000 
Gate Barriers (3): $1 1,550 
Exceptions: Villa B Annex Rear setback 
Villa A Eastern wall setback 
Villa B Main House western wall setback 

Other Issues: 

Villa annex furniture for NTC ^ ? 

Mthly costs @5 = $72,820 
@7 -$78,400 

Security Upgrades - $1 16,550 
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Vi ll a - B . & C 

Sleeps 13 

Rent; $42,000/mth 
Food: 5 @ $93/day = $ 1 3,950/mth 
7@$93/day-$I9,530/mth 

LGF: I0(gl2hrshift = S14,440/mth 
NTC: 3 @ 27/day = $2,430/mth 
Security Upgrades; One time costs, 

Perimeter Wall Upgrade: $100,000 
Security P!atforms(2); $5,000 
Gate Barriers (3): $1 1,550 ' 

Exceptions: Villa B Annex Rear setback 

"Mihly costs “ $72,820 " 

@7 =“$78,400 

Security Upgrades = $11 6,550 
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-VlTIaTr 
Sleeps i 2 

Rent: $26,000/mth 
Food: 5 @ $93/day - $ 1 3 ,950/mth 
7@$93/day = $19,530/mth 
LGF; 4 12hr shift = $5,760/mth 
NTC: 3 @ 27/day = $2,430/mth 
Security Upgrades: One time costs. 

Front wall upgrades: ? 

Roof guard shack; $1000 
NTC furniture: ? 

Exceptions: 

Office building roadside setback 
Garage setback 
Main building setback 


MthJy costs @5 = $42, 1 40 
@1 = $47,720 

Security Upgrades = $1000 
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Villa D 
Sleeps 9 

Rent: $l5,000/mth 
Food: 5 @ $93/day ~ $13,950/mth 
7{g$93/day = $l9,530/mtli 
LGF: 4 (g 12hr shift = $5,760/mth 
NTC: 3 @ 27/day = $2,430/mth 
Security Upgrades: One time costs. 

Rear Wall Jersey barriers: 55 @ $500/ea = $27,500 
Gate Barriers (1): $3,850 
Roof access ladder: $750 

Roof guard shack: $1000 

NTC furniture: ? 

Exceptions: 

Rear Building setback 

- -Main building western and-eastem perimeter wail setback 

Mthly costs @5 = $437,140 
@7 = $42,720 

Security Upgrades = $33,100 
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United States Department of State 
Washington, V.C, 2OS20 
SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIF.D December 20, 201 1 

INFORMATION MEMO FOR DAS Lamb 
FROM: DS/IP/NEA 

SUBJECT : IM for Future of Operations in Benghazi, Libya 

Summary 



NEA/EX has provided DS/IP/NEA with an email stating the changes to their 
Action Memorandum for the future of the DOS presence in Benghazi. NEA/EX 
wants to facilitate the clearance of their AM for M clearance by corroboration with 
DS/IP’s position on their recommendations. NEA/EX is recommending 
terminating the lease on Villa A and keeping Villas B and C for residences and 
office space. DS/IP/NEA, the TDY RSO in Benghazi and DS/PSD has reviewed 
the recommendation and support terminating Villa A, while retaining Villas B and 
C for official use. 


Background 

On December 8 NEA/EX submitted an AM for DS clearance on the Future of 
Operations in Benghazi, Libya (Tab 1). After review and consultation with DS/C, 
DS/IP determined that it would not support the recommendation to move the DOS 
mission to Villa E as the proposed property 

sufficient setback. Other issues arouse on the proposed property from a facilities 
perspective Villa be 

recommended in the AM. 


NEA/EX would like to move forward with a new recommendation that the mission 
terminate the lease on Villa A, while retaining Villas B and C for both housing and 
office space (Tab 2). NEAEX sent DS/IP/NEA an email with their current 
recommendation to facilitate the clearance process of the AM to follow. 
DS/IP/NEA passed this information to the TDY RSO and DS/PSD for their 
opinion and insight. 


The TDY RSO 


I stated in an email that keeping Villas B and C 

represented the best option in terms of security compared to the other proposals for 
a mission location (Tab 3). TDY RSO believes this option is the best as it affords 
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SENSITIVE BUT T JNCLASSIFIED 
- 2 - 


the best setback for the two residences. The only building that does not meet the 
DS setback standard is the office building behind Villa B. The building is 17 
meters from the southern wall (it falls short by 1 3 meters). The positive thing about 
that wall is that it is nine feet high and due to the terrain features is also anti ram 
(see attached Tab 4). 


DS/PCB/PSD physical security specialists I 

both reviewed NEA/EX’s current recommendation. They both stated that they 
would support field expedient measures proposed as part of NEA/EX’s preferred 
recommendation, but they expressed concerns about who would provide funding as 
Villas B and C are short term leased properties (Tab 5). 


DS/IP/NEA’s has reviewed the recommendation and support it based upon the 
endorsement provided by the TDY RSO. 


Attachments: 

Tab 1 NEA initial AM; 

Tab 2 email for NEA/EX with new recommendation; 
Tab 3 email fixim TDY RSO; 

Tab 4 compound B & C illustration/option; 

Tab 5 email from DS/PSD. 


Drafted: 


1(5-3475) 
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United Stags. I|i 5 gar}menJ;af Stale 
Washington, D,C. 20520 


SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIED December 27. 20 1 1 

ACTION MEMO FOR UNDER SECPUTARY KENNEDY - M 
FROM; NEA - Jeffrey Feltman 




SUBJECT; Future of Operations in Benghazi, Libya 
Recommendation 1; 


That you approve a continued U.S. presence in Benghazi through the end of 
calendar year 2012; and that you approve a combined footprint of 35 U.S. , 
government personnel in Benghazi, including eight State Department and USAID 
and two TDY beds. 


Approve ‘ j Disapprove 

Recommendation 2: 

That you approve the release of the existing State Department lease in Benghazi on 
Vil la A; and that you approve the retention of Villas B and C for office and ■ 
residential space for the State Department pre.sence. 



Background 

The Transitional National Council (TNC) recently declared Libya liberated and 
moved the center of TNC operations fiom Benghazi to Tripoli. Chris Stevens, the 
Department’s original Special Envoy to the TNC, has been replaced by Bureau of 
Political Military Affairs o fficer who previously served at Embassy 
Tripoli. ,Ehti 7 level officer^^^^^|transitioned to Tripoli in mid-December 
and USAID has shifted its pennanenl presence to Tripoli. Because of budget 
consti'aints and the reduced footprint, Diplomatic Security ’s current presence 
consists of two Special Agents, with an additional three slots currently unfilled. 


SENSITIVE B1 IT 1 nsICLASSIFIED 
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With [n.fonnation Management Officer (JMO)/Mana.gemenl Officer^^^^^^ 
the permanent presence in Benghazi is five, down from an approved footprint of 
1 7. The current leases are paid through February 4, 201 2, and extendable at our 
discretion through 2015. 

Although our presence in Benghazi has shrunk considerably since the reopening of 
the Embassy in Tripoli, I would like to maintain a small State-run presence in 
Benghazi through the end of calendar year 2012, to include the critical summer 
elections period. Headed by an F.S-02 or GS-14 officer, this office would work in 
close coordination with Tripoli on political and economic reporting, public 
diplomacy and commercial work in the eastern part of Libya and serve as “host" 
for the activities of USAID, PM, and any other U.S. government TDY personnel in 
Benghazi. Because this would be a smaller operation, Benghazi would continue to 
be supported by one IRM TDYer for communications and management issues and 
one NBA TDY reporting officer in addition to the TDY head of operations. NBA 
also would support the continuation of an LBS PSA position to provide translation., 
policy, and administrative support. With the full compleinent of five Special 
Agents, our permanent presence would include eight U.S. direct hire employees, 
two slots for TDY PM and USAID officers, and one LES program assistant. 

A continued presence in Benghazi will emphasize U.S. interest in the eastern part 
ofLibya. Many Libyans have said the U.S. presence in Benghazi has a salutary, 
calming effect on easterners who are fearful Ifrat the new focus on Tripoli could 
once again lead to their neglect and exclusion from reconstruction and wealth 
distribution and strongly favor a permanent U.S. presence in the form of a full 
consulate. Tliey feel the United States w'ili help ensure they are dealt with fairly. 
TNC officials have said some government agencies may shift their headquarters to 
Benghazi (such as the National Oil Coinpany). Other government agencies and 
corporations already have their headquarters in Benghazi and will likely remain 
there for the foreseeable future. The team will be able to monitor political trends 
(Islamists, tribes, political parties, militias) and public sentiment regarding the 
“new Libya,” as well as report on the critical period leading up to and through 
Libya’s first post-Qadhafi elections. Programmatic benefits to a continued U.S. 
presence in Benghazi include building on USAID/OTI’s programs to strengthen 
civil society groups, media training, and capacity building in municipal councils. 
■We should continue to engage w'ith the populace, paiticulafly with the large- 
population of Libyan youth, an important and receptive audience with high 
expectations for the post-revolution period. 


.SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIED 
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Italy, Tunisia, Morocco, Malta, Finland, Turkey, Egypt, Sweden, Sudan, and the 
Palestinian Authority all have consulates in Benghazi. In informal conversations, 
representatives of the United Kingdom and French have said their governments 
would be unlikely to maintain offices there for budgetary reasons. The European 
Union and the United Nations have not announced whether they will maintain 
long-term presences in Benghazi. 

Facilities 

The current Benghazi State platform (Villas A, B, and C) is a 1 3-acre walled 
compound with 3 .5 villas, office space, and a dining hall. Although all groups 
have come to the conclusion that co-location is the best and most economical 
option for continued presence, 

^^^Vnd the current State fa 

Tripoli Facility Manager ^^^^^^^recently traveled to Benghazi to study a 
proposed villa compound (Villa D - see and 

determined that the electrical, plumbmg and physical security work needed to 
bring the facility up to an acceptable standard would negate any cost savings of the 
move. 

The current Villa Compound is much larger than we need for the duration of our 
presence in Benghazi. We currently pay $70,;000/month for the three properties (A 
- $28,000/month, B - $14, 000/month, and C - $28,000/month). NEA proposes to 
release the Villa A property and use Villa C for residential and Villa B for offices, 
dining facility, and TOY housing. If you agree with this course of action, NEA 
will work with DS to rapidly implement a series of corrective security measures as 
part of the consolidation of the State footprint. We have one-year leases renewable 
for up to three additional one-year periods on these villas, with an option to 
terminate without financial penalty after the first six months, with sixty days 
notice. In order to avoid any additional rent payments on Villa A, NEA proposes 
to give immediate notice of termination, but would lik^yjetaiiMhHease^i^^^ 




Attachment: 

Tab - Benghazi proposal 


.SENSITIVE BUT UNCLASSIFIED 
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cility is not large enough to permit co-location. 
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EXHIBIT 7 



Attachments: Benghaa Executive Summary September 12.docx; Compound Fence Proj^t.pptx 

Provided for your information: 


Attached is an executive summary of the security upgrades that vi/ere compieted on the villa compound and a PPT with 
photos of many of those upgrades. 


From 


To: Boswell, Eric Ji 


1 




Cc j 

Suoject: f-w: al i iun hUK CLEARANCE: Future of Benghazi Operations 
FYI on what DS cleared to NEA when the presence was extended. 


SBU 

This email Is UNCLASSIFIED. 


lember 13, 2012 1:10 PM 


Fron 
Sent 

4 

Subjecc: t-w: aliiON FOR CLEARANCE: Future of Benghazi Operations 



Here you go. 


SPECIALAGEN 


SPECIAL ASSISTANT • BUREAU OF DIPLOMATIC SECURITY 


SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


From: 

Se nt: fflaay^jeSm pe^j, 2011 3:27 PM 


1 
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Subject: FW; AWo^TOWLEsWHcS^ufu^Tfflenghazi Operations 


Acting PDASi 


Iciears the 


this operation continues to be an 


attached AM to M on the future of Benghazi operations with the comment that 
unfunded mandate and a drain on personnel resources. 



Oflice of die Assistant Sccretaiy 
Bureau of Diplomatic Secuiity 
direct 202-647-1479 


SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 


ecemEer 22, 2011 3:01 PM 



From:l 
Sent:1 
To | 

Cc: DS Staffers! 
Subject: ACTIO 


enghazi Operations 


Please provide comment/clearance on the attached AM to M on the Future of Benghazi Operations by tomorrow at 
noon. This is a redraft of a memo we have cleared before. 


Thanks! 



Special Assislaiil 

Office of tlic Assistajil Seci-etaiy 
Bureau of Diplomalic Security 
direct 202-647-1479 


This is a redroft of a memo many of yot^rov^lready cleared. The proposal has changed 
significantly based on input from toured the previously proposed Villa D and 

deemed it not worthy of occupation. We are now proposing keeping 2 of the 3 existing villas through 
the end of calendar year 201 2. Wb woufd^precidte y^Ur cl^oFan^ by 2pm onl^i^y"* Benghazi 
will likely be raising this issue with M in their DVC with him tomorrow morning, and we would like to get 
the memo up to him on the same day. 



Post Management Officer - Libya 
202-647-6355 office 


This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 
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SBU 

This email is UNCLASSIFIED. 
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U»iU“cl States Departnu?nt of State 
It l).C.. 20520 


Seenh,,,- , 201301230 

UNCLASSIFED January 24, 2012 

ACTION MEMO FOR UNDER SECRETARY KENNEDY M 
FROM: DS/DSS - Acting 

SUBJECT; Affirmation (hat Overseas Security Policy Board Standards Apply to 
All Overseas Facilities 


Recommendation 


That you affirm our current policy that the interagency Overseas Security 
Policy Board’s standards for facilities apply to all facilities regardless of their 
nature (temporary, interim, or permanent). 


Approve 



Disapprove 


Background 


The Accountability Review Board recommended that “the Department 
should develop minimum security standards for occupancy of temporary facilities 

in high risk, high threat environments ” The Overseas Security Policy 

Board’s standards do apply to temporary' facilities. Diplomatic Security will re- 
communicate this long-established policy to all posts, as well as the need for a 
waiver or exception to applicable standards, and the process for obtaining a waiver 
or exception. 


IINCI-ASSIFED 
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Subject: Affirmation that Overseas Security Policy Board Standards Apply to 

All Overseas Facilities 

Approved: DS/DSS - Ban 7 MoorCs Acting 

Drafted: M - KAustin-Ferguson, ext. 7-1501 

Cleared: D(B) - JEllison (ok) 

D(N)-ACho(ok) 

P - BSanghera (ok) 

S/P - JWright (ok) 

M/PRl-SCurley(ok) 


U.S. Department of State - Produced t o t he House of 
Re presentat ives Sele ct Committee on r^c nshazi oer agreement on 
redactio ns/safeeuard ii.p sensi tive information: No waiv(=»r of rights 
under the Freedom of Information Act 




